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SECTION  I 

The  attached  statements,  comments  and  questions  raising  environmental 
issues  were  received  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  prior  to,  during, 
and  subsequent  to  the  public  hearing  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report 
of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Project  for  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  which  was  held  in  Room  282,  City  Hall,  San  Fran- 
cisco, on  September  27,  1973. 

All  comments  received  in  writing  and  a  record  of  the  public  hearing  on 
file  in  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  100  Larkin  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California, 


STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  J.  DWYER 
BEFORE  THE  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
SEPTEMBER  27,    1973,   PUBLIC  HEARING  ON 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  ENVIRON- 
MENT ALIMPACTRE  PO  RT 


MR.   PRESIDENT  - 

MEMBERS  OF  THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  - 

MY  NAME  IS  WILLIAM  J.   DWYER.     I  AM  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT.     ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORTS 
COMMISSION,   I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  MAKE  THE  FOLLOWING  STATEMENT 
REGARDING  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  THE  PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT,  BRIEFLY 
SUMMARIZING  THE  URGENT  REQUIREMENT  TO  PROVIDE  EFFICIENT,  SAFE 
AND  CONVENIENT  PUBLIC  PASSENGER  FACILITIES  AT  THE  AIRPORT. 

I  FIRMLY  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  PROGRAM,   AS  DETAILED  IN  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT,   IS  ABSOLUTELY  NECESSARY  TO  MEET 
THE  PASSENGER  REQUIREMENTS  OF  THE  FUTURE  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO 
INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT. 

THE  OPPONENTS  TO  THIS  PROGRAM  ARE  SAYING,   IN  EFFECT,  THAT 
THERE  SHOULD  BE  NO  GROWTH  AT  THE  AIRPORT.     IT  APPEARS  TO 
ME  THEY  ARE  SAYING  THAT  IF  WE  IGNORE  THE  PROBLEM,   IT  WILL  GO 
AWAY.     IT  IS  MY  OPINION  THAT  IF  THEIR  VIEW  SHOULD  BECOME  THE 
ORDER  OF  THE  DAY,    THE  ADVERSE  AFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
WILL  BE  MUCH  GREATER  THAN  ANYTHING  THEY  CLAIM 
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WILL  HAPPEN  IF  WE  ARE  ALLOWED  TO  PROCEED  WITH  THE  EXPANSION 
PROGRAM. 

THIS  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  IS  NOT  CREATING  ANY  CONGESTION  OR  ADVERSE 
EFFECTS  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  BY  ITSELF.     IT  IS  ONLY  MAKING  THE 
NECESSARY  PREPARATIONS  TO  MEET  THE  DEMANDS  OF  THE  AIR  TRAFFIC 
WHICH  WE  ARE  SURE  IS  COMING  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  IN  THE  FUTURE. 

THERE  IS  NO  WAY  TO  STOP  PEOPLE  FROM  COMING  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO, 
AND  THE  ONLY  PRACTICAL  WAY  TO  TRANSPORT  ANY  LARGE  AMOUNT  OF 
PEOPLE  IS  BY  AIR.     THE  FACT  IS,    THAT  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT  IS  ALREADY  HERE,   AND  INVESTMENTS  OF  MANY  HUNDREDS 
OF  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  HAVE  ALREADY  BEEN  MADE. 

SHOULD  IT,   BY  ANY  CHANCE,   BECOME  A  FACT  THAT  IN  THE     1980's  SAN 
FRANCISCO  IS  ATTEMPTING  TO  HANDLE  THE  PASSENGER  TRAFFIC  WITH 
BASICALLY  THE  SAME  FACILITIES  AS  THEY  EXIST  TODAY,    THE  ADVERSE 
EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  WOULD  BE  DISASTROUS. 

THE  REQUIREMENT  TO  COMPLETE  THE  PROJECTS  LISTED  IN  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  CANNOT  BE  OVER- EMPHASIZED.  THIS 
REQUIREMENT  IS  TO  PROVIDE  THE  TRAVELING  PUBLIC  WITH  THE  PROPER 
TRAVEL  FACILITIES  THEY  REQUIRE. 

ACTUALLY,  THIS  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  HAS  ALREADY  BEEN  STARTED,  AND 
AT  THE  PRESENT  TIME,     $60,  000,  000     HAS  ALREADY  BEEN  EXPENDED  OR 
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I  COMMITTED,   INCLUDING    $7, 000,  000    IN  A  COMPLETED  FOUNDATION  AND 
FIRST  FLOOR  FOR  THE  NEW  NORTH  TERMINAL  BUILDING. 

AS  A  FURTHER  POINT,   I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  CALL  TO  YOUR  ATTENTION 
THAT  ALL  PROJECTS  LISTED  IN  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
WILL  BE  CONSTRUCTED  WITHIN  THE  EXISTING  TERMINAL  AREAS.  THERE 
IS  NO  LAND  FILL,   NOR  ANY  ACQUISITION  OF  LAND  REQUIRED. 

ACTUALLY,   IN  TERMS  OF  EXPANSION  AS  COMPARED  TO  THE  IMPROVEMENT 
OF  EXISTING  FACILITIES,   THERE  ARE  ONLY  TWO  PROJECTS  IN  THIS 
PROGRAM  -  -  ONE  IS  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  NEW  NORTH  TERMINAL 
AND  THE  OTHER  IS  THE  EXTENSION  OF  THE  PRESENT  GARAGE.  THESE 
.  TWO  PROJECTS  ARE  VITAL  NOT  ONLY  FOR  THE  FUTURE  -  -  BUT  THEY 
ARE  REQUIRED  TODAY  -  -  DUE  TO  THE  PRESENT  RATE  OF  PASSENGER 
TRAFFIC.     THEY  ARE  THE  KEY  TO  THE  ALLEVIATION  OF  PASSENGER 
VEHICLE  AND  AIRCRAFT  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION  WHICH  EXISTS  TODAY. 

SHOULD  THE  AIRPORTS  COMMISSION  BE  DENIED  THE  RIGHT  TO  PROCEED 
WITH  THE  EXPANSION  PROGRAM,   THE  CONSEQUENCES  CAN  BE  ACCURATELY 
STATED  AS  FOLLOWS: 

A.  THE  EXISTING  CAPITAL  FACILITIES  WORTH  APPROXIMATELY 

$170,  000,  000    WILL  DETERIORATE  BEYOND  ECONOMICAL 
REPLACEMENT  OR  REPAIR. 


statement  Before 

Planning  Commission  Page  4. 

B.  THE  RESULTING  CONGESTION  OF  OVERCROWDING  AND  PASSENGER 
INCONVENIENCE  WILL  GIVE  THE  PASSENGERS  NO  OTHER  CHOICE 
THAN  SPEND  ADDITIONAL  HOURS  TO  GET  TO  AND  FROM  THE 
AIRPORT,   WHENEVER  THE  NEED  ARISES. 

C.  THE  AIRCRAFT  NOISE  LEVELS  WOULD  PROBABLY  NOT  BE  LESSENED, 
AS  ANTICIPATED.     FAILURE  TO  PROVIDE  ADEQUATE  FACILITIES 
FOR  THE  LARGER,   QUIETER  JETS  WILL  NECESSITATE  CONTINUED 
AND  INCREASED  FREQUENCY  OF  OPERATION  OF  THE  NOISIER  JETS. 

THE  AIRPORT  IS  THE  TRAVELING  PASSENGERS'  FIRST  INTRODUCTION  TO 
SAN  FRANCISCO.     THEY  HAVE  A  RIGHT  TO  EXPECT  FROM  THE  CITY  AND 
COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  A  FIRST  CLASS  FACILITY,   WHICH  WILL  GET 
THEM  IN  AND  OUT  OF  THE  AIRPORT  -  -  WHICH  ACTUALLY  IS  A  TRANSFER 
POINT  -  -  AS  QUICKLY  AND  AS  PLEASANTLY  AS  POSSIBLE. 

THE  AIRPORTS  COMMISSION  FEELS  THAT  IT  IS  IN  TOTAL  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  ALL  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  LAWS  AND  REGULATIONS  IN  PROPOSING 
FUTURE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  AIRPORT.     IN  THIS  REGARD,  THE 
PUBLIC  HEARING  TODAY  REPRESENTS  THE     FIFTH  PUBLIC  HEARING 
WHICH  HAS  BEEN  CONDUCTED  ON  THIS  PROPOSED  PROGRAM. 

MANY  SUGGESTIONS  AND  CHANGES  RECEIVED  AT  THE  PREVIOUS  PUBLIC 
HEARINGS  HAVE  BEEN  INCORPORATED  IN  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
REPORT  BEFORE  YOU. 
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IN  CLOSING,   I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  REITERATE  THAT  THE  REQUIREMENT 
TO  FURTHER  DEVELOP,   REMODEL  AND  MODERNIZE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  IS  CLEARLY  AND  URGENTLY  SUBSTANTIATED 
BY  FACTS. 

THE  AIRPORTS  COMMISSION  FEELS  IT  HAS  THE  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  THE 
CITIZENS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  -  - 

THAT  RESPONSIBILITY  IS  TO  PROVIDE  A  COMPACT,   MODERN  AND 
CONVENIENT  AIRPORT  FACILITY  -  -  CAPABLE  OF  GIVING  THE  MAJORITY 
OF  THE  PUBLIC  THE  TOTAL  SERVICE  THEY  HAVE  A  RIGHT  TO  EXPECT 
I  AND  TO  DEMAND. 

THANK  YOU. 


ACiA^^      ASSOCIATION  ^^^n^^^ 
S  ^  i\.W^iwL  mm    Of  BAY  AREA  JHHF MKBM •^**''<'P<*^^**^ 

^mrr^ikJW^^^  governments  V^onuporfaHon 

REGIONAL  AIRPORT  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 

September  27,  1973 


Mr.  Walter  Newman,  President 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94012 

Dear  Mr.  Newman: 


The  growing  demand  for  air  transportation  originating  or  terminating  in  the 
Bay  Area  has  resulted  in  multiple  airport  facilities  in  the  nine-county  Bay 
Region.    This  growth  in  air  travel  demand  may  be  traced  to  changes  in  socio- 
economic standards  and  advances  in  various  technological  fields. 

Although  the  "demand"  for  air  transport  services  is  most  often  thought  of  as 
the  region's  demand  for  air  travel,  the  "supplying"  of  air  transport  services 
has  traditionally  been  the  responsibility  of  sub-regional  jurisdictions 
(cities,  districts,  etc.).    In  1969  a  new  approach  was  selected  for  planning 
the  future  supply  of  air  transport  services  which  recognized  the  need  for 
planning  and  coordinating  airport  facilities  in  a  regional  context.    The  mech- 
anism for  transforminq  this  concept  into  a  planning  process  was  the  Regional 
Airport  System  Study  (RASS)  Committee;  composed  of  9  elected  officials  from 
each  of  the  Bay  Area  Counties  and  3  Airport  Representatives. 

The  RASS  Committee  was  charged  with  developing  an  airport  plan  that  acknowledged 
interactions  and  trade-offs  between  alternative  service  levels  (facility  loca- 
tion &  scale)  and  the  consumption  of  regional  resources,  i.e.,  environmental 
quality,  surface  transportitlon,  social  well-being,  and  capital. 

As  they  labored  with  this  task,  numerous  technical  reports  were  studied  by 
the  Committee  in  their  efforts  to  establish  regional  goals  and  policies  for 
satisfying  future  regional  demands.    Strong  concerns  for  minimizing  environ- 
mental and  social  impacts  resulted  in  a  recommended  Regional  Airport  Plan 
designed  to  maintain  a  balance  in  the  "supply  and  demand"  of  air  transport 
services  by  utilizing  existing  facilities  to  higher  or  more  efficient  levels 
subject  to  the  airports*  ability  to  meet  certain  criteria.    Citizens,  organi- 
zations, and  agencies  responded  to  this  recommended  Plan  during  public  hearings 
and  via  newspaper  questionnaires  and  in  November,  1972  a  final  Plan  was  adopted 
by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  with  some  modification.    The  Final 
Plan  was  subsequently  incorporated  into  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  which 
was  adopted  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  In  June  1973. 
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Implementation  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  recognized  that  air 
transportation  was  a  mutual  responsibility  of  land-use  planning  and  trans- 
portation planning  thus  requiring  the  establishment  of  a  joint  techanical- 
policy  committee  maintained  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments, 
the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  and  representatives  from  the 
major  airports.,    Successor  to  the  RASS  Committee,  the  Regional  Airport 
Planning  Committee  (RAP)  will  focus  attention  on  updating  and  integrating 
the  Regional  Aviation  Plan  into  the  local,  regional,  and  State  planning 
framework.    In  the  Committee's  initial  efforts  to  fulfill  this  endeavor, 
staff  has  been  directed  to  study  the  proposed  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  Expansion  program  and  to  present  their  findings  for  committee 
review  and  action.    For  your  assistance,  an  outline  of  staff's  digest 
relating  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  attached  for  your 
consideration.    If  our  Committee  may  be  of  further  service,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  communicate  with  me. 


Sincerely, 


Warren  Boggess 
Chairman 

Regional  Airport  Planning 


Commi  ttee 


ATTACHMENT  I 
PRELIMINARY  STAFF  DIGEST 


1.    Development  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  to  the  level  proposed 
in  the  expansion  program  complies  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Regional 
Airport  System  Plan.    Staff's  review  of  the  initial  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Expansion  Program  identified  aircraft  noise,  airport 
access,  and  bay  fill  as  areas  in  which  further  consideration  was  needed. 
Subsequent  efforts  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  have  resolved 
or  assisted  in  clarifying  these  issues. 


2.    Recommendations  of  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  recognize  that  certain 
conditions  relating  to  airport  activity  must  be  met.    Failure  of  San 
Francisco,  Oakland  or  San  Jose  airports  to  meet  such  criteria  as  included 
in  the  recommendations  would  result  in  restrictions  on  Bay  Area  air  travel 
demand,  or  the  development  of  additional  regional  airports  in  the  Bay  Area. 
It  should  be  noted  that  alternative  sites  were  considered  in  the  RASS 
planning  process  and  that  additional  new  sites  were  rejected  for  reasons 
of  environmental  impact,  accessibility,  and  capital  costs. 
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City  Planning  Coimnission  S.F.  Ecology  Center 

September  27,  1973 

Introduction 

Earlier  this  year  the  San  ^rancisco  Aiport  Commission  unanimously  approved 
plans  to  double  the  size  of  the  Airport  facilities^    "^he  enlarged  faci.litics 
are  expected  to  accomodate,  by  198^,  some  31  million  passengers  annually,  hs 
opposed  to  some  1$  million  passengers  in  1972 *    In  addition,  air  freiglit  operations 
are  expected  to  quadruple,  or  create  some  hSO  million  pounds  of  new  aj  r  cargo 
movement. 

Following  this  approval  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Sop;?rvisor9  passed  an 
ordinance  providing  for  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds  in  the  amount  of  $390 
million  for  the  purpose  of  financing  expansion  construction.  V/hen  bond  interest 
is  included,  the  total  expansion  financiKl  commitment,  vhich  is  ultimately 
guaranteed  by  San  Francisco  taxpayei-s,  is  approximately  $800  million  dollars. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  that  betv/ecn  tiia  Airport  Expansion  and  the  Ycrba  Buena 
Center  public  facilities  San  ^rancisco  taxpayers  have  "gone  on  the  hook"  for 
1«3  billion  dollars  of  long-term  financial  guaranteees. 

What  does  the  expansion  really  mean?    San  J^rancisco  International  Airport  is 
already  the  world's  sixth  largest  airport.    After  the  proposed  expancic^i  the 
Airport  will  be  equivalent,  in  torms       air  passenger  volume,  traffic  cong»'stion 
and  noise,  to  Chicago's  0' Hare  Airport  as  it  exists  today.    A  visit  to  O'Hare, 
therefore,  is  the  most  graphic  way  for  us  to  visualii,e  the  magnitude  oi  what 
Peninsula  residents  can  expect  in  their  backyard  by  1985. 

The  San  Francisco  Ecology  Center,  alon'^  witli  several  other  plaintiffn,  has 
filed  suit  to  challenge  the  legality  of  the  city's  issuance  of  i"«venuo  bonds  to 
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finance  the  expansion,  the  adequacy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  ^^port  submitted 
by  the  Airport  and  the  violation  of  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  inherent  in  the  plans 
for  parlcing  facilities  and  access  roads. 

What  has  been  most  disti'essing  to  those  of  us  involved  in  the  Airport  Expansion 
education  campaign  is  the  almost  total  absence  of  public  awareness  and  public 
scrutiny  of  the  expansion  plans,    ^ho  media  coverage,  prior  to  our. ca.rpaign,  has 
been  scant,    1'he  environmental  impact  of  the  expansion  has  either  been  ignored 
or  grossly  understated.      The  financial  implications  to  San  ^rancisco  taxpayers 
have  not  been  clearly  explained.    (  Only  a  few  San  Erancisco  taxpayers  are  even 
aware  that  San  Francisco    does  not  receive  any  property  tax  revenue  from  the  Airport) 

In  summary,  the  expansion  plan,  which  will  probably  have  the  r.03t  massive  growth- 
inducing  impact  and  the  most  serious  environmental  iii,pact  of  any  Bay  Area  development 
in  this  decade,  remains  virtually  immune  from  public  decision-making  participation, 

Au-bo  Traffic 

One  of  the  m.ore  notable  understatements  found  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (SIR) 
is  the  following: 

"U.S.  101  (Bayshore  Freeway)  is  convenient    to  all  major  population  centers 
on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsuxa,  but  due  to  increasing  pj'essui«  of  other  traffic 
will  not  give  a  high  level  of  service  to  the  Airpoii/  indefinitely.'- 
Why  is  this  such  an  understatement?  Two  pages  later  the  EIR  reveals  the  ri nults  of  n 
1972  State  Division  of  Highways  study: 

"  Vehicle  traffic  is  above  capacity  now  (1972)  at  peak  hourn  on 
Route  101  south  of  Millbrae  Avenue  and  north  of  Airport  B:.vd." 
As  any  Peninsula  commuter  will  confirm,  Route  101  does  not  now  give  a  "high  Irvcl 
of  service  and  there  is  little  likelihood  of  it  ever  giving  a  high  level  of  service 
in  the  future  unless  it  is  double-decked.    Normal  Pay  Area  growth  patterns  alone 
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promise  to  severely  aggravate  the  existing  congestion. 

How  TTi'll  the  al.-:ost  certain  1985  traffic  nightmare  be  mil    ated?    The  EIR 
states  that  the  Airport  vill  do  the  following: 

1)  "Encourage  alternate  modes  of  transportation,  such  as  the  bus  or  B/.HT," 
What  the  EI?t  does  not  mention  is  just  ho-w  successfully  this  "encouragement" 
is  working  now,    ?or  example.  United  Air  Lines  recently  removed  it's  baggage 
check-in  service  from  the  Dcrwntown  Airlines  Terminal  in  San  -^rancisco,  thereby 
removing  the  major  incentive  for  airline  passengers  to  use  the  Airport  bus. 
The  bus  operator  estimates  that  as  a  resxLt  at  least  300  people  per  do.y  ncv 
use  auto  or  taxi  rather  thar.  the  bus.    Another  si^jnificant  omission  from  tlie 
EIR  is  a  derailed  explanation  of  the  procedure  which  the  iilEport  will  use  to 
convince  San  Mater  voters  to  elect  to  have  BAIiT  connect  to  San  Hateo  County, 
The  present  BART  operating  deficit  now  exceeds  $100  million.  Would  pr^y  soni.ibD.o 
voter  choose  to    :  in  this  club? 

2)  "r  courage  rescheduling  ri  airxine  operations."    But  not  explainr-d  in  the 
F"  H  i    just  why  "t.-,e  airlines  should  be  e?n:>ected  to  do  50)..ething  in  tho  future 
which  they  don't  lo  now,  i.e.,  reschedule  flights  to  non-pealc  hour  traffic 
periods.  To  the  t-est  of  our  .'mowledge  peak  hour  auto  traffic  has  been  a  major 
consideration  for  airline  scheduling  in  only  one  instance  in  the  United  States, 
The  current  situa-.ion  is  best  exemplified  by  the  statement  of  the  UAL  representa- 
tive -,ho  ordered  "he  closing  of  the  baggage  check-in  service  at  the  San  Franciscc 
terrlnal  -  ''Our  (VAL)  missicn  is  to  transport  our  customers  from  Airport  A  to 
Airport  B:  vhat  h-appjsns  after  that  is  no*-  our  concern," 

If  the  Airpor';  is  really  serious  about  encouraging  altert)ate  modes  of 
transpDrta-.ion,  v-.y  does  the  Expansion  Plan  include  provisions  for  an  additional 
3,700  on-si^e  par.-ring  spaces?  In  fact,  by  1905,  the  total  public  and  employee 
r.Ark-i:-..j  facilities  will  exccea  20,000  spaces. 
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It  is  patently  clear  that  the  Airport  expansion  plan  encourages,  rather  than 
discourages,  the  use  of  the  private  automobile.    And  yet  the  Airport  planners,  in  a 
burst  of  unbridled  optimism,  state  that  the  percentage  of  airline  passengers  using 
private  automobiles  m.11  actually  decrease  from  8^%  to  7^%  and  only  a  mere  2h  million 
passengers  per  year  "will  diuve  to  the  airport. 

There  is  no  reason  that  this  optimism  is  justified.  Attempts  to  lure  people  out 
of  their  automobile  have  been  singularly  unsuccessful  to  date.  You  need  only  look 
at  the  staggeri.ng  decline  in  the  number  of  patrons  using  the  Sah  Franc:  sco  transit 
system  over  the  past  ten  years «, 

If  rapid  transit  is  truly  the  ans"wer  to  airport-generated  traffic  congestion  it 
should  be  made  an  absolute  condition  precedent  to  expansion.  This,  of course,  is  not 
the  case  as  the  expansion  is  schedul'ed  to  proceed  whether  or  not  rapid  transit  to 
the  Airport  ever  materializes 

In  sumraary,  all  of  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  to  alleviate  vhat  is  certain 
to  be  intolerable  levels  of  traffic  congestion  arc  purely  hypotheticalo  We  contend 
that  the  proposed  expansion  plan  should  be  held  in  abej^nce  until  mitigation  measures 
are  a  reality. 

Truck  Traffic 

There  are  no  statistics  in  the  EIR  on  existing  truck  traffic  to  and  from  the  Airport 
or  forcasts  for  post-expansion  truck  volume.  However,  the  air  freight  voJumv''  is 
expected  to  increase  at  least  threefold.  There  is  no  question  that  the  ec'diti-i.al 
truck  traffic  "will  severely  aggravate  Bay  shore  congestion. 

Noise  Pollution 


The  Airport  consultants  estimate  that  the  noise  level  contours  around  l.he  Airport  will 
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cr.s^.^e  significantly  by  1986,  reducing  the  residential  area  affected  from  eight  to 
three  square  miles. 

This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption,  however,  that  the  airlines  vill  in 
far*  operate  a  higher  portion  of  wide-bodied,  quieter  aircraft.  Any  airline  executive 
vill  quicklj"-  tell  you  that  there  is  absolutely  nothing  certain  about  this  extensive 
csrital  investment  "promise"  because  of  the  nature  of  the  airline  business.  At  best, 
th=r.^ there  is  really  only  a  hope  that  noise  levels  vail  decrease. 

Since  aircraft  loading  factors  have  remained  fairly  constant  in  recent  yca:-s 
tr.ere  is  ever;^'  reason  to  believe  that  if  in  fact  air  panyonger  volujie  does  inc?-c-.ase 
to  31  million  annual  passengers  the  number  of  flights  raust  demonstrate  a  dramatic 
a«ase'-  increase.  In  turn,  the  frequency  of  noise  disturbance  \<!ill  ir.crease.  Airport 
pl?-.ners,  in  fact,  expect  annual  airport  operations  to  increase  from  370,000  i>cvifr/ 
to  558,000  in  1985, 

Air  Pollution 

In  1972  the  federal  air  quality  standards  -were  exceeded  in  the  Bay  Area  on 
arrroximately  100  days  throughout  zhe  year.  In  other  words  the  air  -we  breathe  poses 
a  significant  health  hazard  for  aL^.ost  a  third  of  the  year, 

>."hat  will  the  airport  expansion  mean  in  terms  of  air  pollution?  Only  90  tot-r.  of 
air  contaminant  emissionr.  every  si  rfle  day  from  the  airplanes  and  airport-)  tod 
au::  traffic.  And  by  I98?  the  percentage  contribution  by  the  airport  to  I' -y  Area 
pollution  levels  -will  double.  And  'L-.nis  assumes  that  frture  .ur  pollution        j  •■•s  oa 
airrraft  and  automobiles  yield  the  ;,redicted  rcducti  -in  in  contaminciit  e-  -onn, 
I:  -r.oy  don't,  smog  levels^be  much  nigher. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  U.3.  Environr.iontal  Protection  Agency  proposes  to  attack 
sir  pollution  levels  both  through  a r.ti -pollution  devices  and  through  a  marked 
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reduction  in  the  number  of  automobile  miles  travelled  in  the  Bay  Area,  The  Airport 
orpansion  plan,  therefore,  is  co  iteri  reductive  to  c'.er.n  air  efforts  as  it  vill 
create  a  significant  increase  in  vehicle  miles  travelled  in  the  Bay  Area.  The 
average  airport  passengers  one-way  auto  trip,  for  example,  is  21  miles. 

We  contend  that  the  EIR  section  on  air  quality  is  meaningless  as  it  does  not 
describe  the  probable  effect  on  the  Airport  expansion  plan  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency's  proposed  regulations  on  parking  supply  m.-anagement  and  complex 
s?urce  pollution  generation. 

For  example,  the  propssed  parking  supply  regulations,  as  presently  drafted, 
vould  probably  preclude  additional  parking  spaces  in  the  quantity  now  contenplated. 
This  vould  also  have  the  effect  of  seriously  jeopardizing  the  expansion  fianancinf^ 
schere  -which  depends  heavily  on  parking  revenue. 

In  sumr.arr,  the  expansion  plan  incorporates,  by  implication,  the  potential  for  a 
significant  degradation  of  air  quality  standards.  To  proceed  -with  the  expansion, 
ve  believe,  reflects  a  callous  disregard  for  the  health  and  welfare  of  Bay  Area 
residents, 

Growth-Inducing  Impact 

The  EIR  projections  on  expansion-generated  growth  speak  for  themselves: 

....Population  in  San  Mateo  County,  due  to  this  additional 
employment,  is  expected  to  increase  by  [i9,000  people  who 
would  require  16,000  additional  homes.  It  is  estimated  that 
U,200  acres  of  resedential  land  would  be  required  in  'Vin 
Mateo  County  for  the  increased  housing  and  industrial  and 
corr.ercial  grovith. 
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■^he  problem,  of  course,  is  that  many  Bay  Area  governments  are  finding  it  increasingly 
difficult,  both  from  an  econcrio  and  from  an  environmental  standpoint,  to  cope  vdth 
existing  population  density,    liniits  to  growth  do  exist,  as  any  city  official  on  the 
Eastern  seaboard  will  confirr.    And  there  are  now  several  Bay  Area  coruauniticu  where 
residents,  through  the  ballot  process,  have  expressed  their  determined  resistance  to 
uncontrolled  growth.    To  ignore  such  sentiments,  it  seems  to  us,  reflects  a  monumental 
disservice  to  the  electorate.    In  a  San  Francisco  Examiner  editorial  last  week  it  was 
pointed  out  that  in  196?  voters  approved  general  obligation  bonds  in  the  amount  of 
$98  million  dollars  for  airport  improvenents.    The  author  concluded  that  such  a  vote 
r.eant  that  Bay  area  residents  favored  ercpansion.    What  the  Examiner  editorial  didn't  say 
was  that  San  Mateo  residents  vere  not  entitled  to  vote  on  the  bond  issue.    What  the 
Examiner  Editorial  didn't  say  vas  that  not  one  voter  has  voted  on  the  current  expansion 
plan,  which  is  three  times  as  riassive  and  four  times  as  expensive.    The  decision  to  insio 
$390  million  dollars  of  revenue  bonds  was  made  by  11  supervisors.    This  is  hardly  an 
exercise  in  representative  government, 

Alternatives 

Contrary  to  the  popular  r.-rzi,  conser'/ationists  are  not  opposed  to  growth.  They  are 
opposed  to  senseless  and  unbalsziced  gro-..'th.  The  Airport  Expansion  will  not  occur  in  a 
vacuum.    Its  impact,  which  is  irreversible,  will  have  a  profound  effect  on  our  dailj' 
lives. 

There  are  alternatives  to  crcbling  cr^crations  at  the  Airport,    Senator  Ti  ,  .  y,  j"or 
example,  has  introduced  legislition  which  would  result  in  a  study  concominf:  the 
establishment  of  multi-modal  rtrid  tran'it  service  between  San  Francisco  and  Los  Anprlon. 
Nearly  fifty  million  people  travel  by  air  and  auto  between  San  Francisco  and  Los  Atvclo.-i 
each  year.    Thirty-seven  percent  of  the  current  Bay  Area  air  traffic  sei vices  this  air 
corridor.    Establishment  of  rarid  transit  service  would  therefore  eliminate  the  major 
rationale  for  expanding  the  Airport. 
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By  proceeding  vith  expansion  however,  we  are  virtually  insuring  that  the 
C'.emative  modes  of  transportation  must  fight  an  uphill  battle  to  attract  patronage, 
T:_Ls  is  simply  not  sound  transportation  planning. 

Before  we  build  to  accomodate  spectacular  air  travel  growth  at  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  we  should  give  m.ore  thought  to.  spreading  the  increase/ in  air  pnasonger  voIukg, 
i:"  in  fact  it  does  occur,  around  the  Bay  Area  to  relieve  the  traffic  and  dcvelopmem". 
pressures  which  present  planning  will  concentrate  on  the  unwilling  Peninsula, 

It  is  imperative  that  airport  expansion  plans  receive  ca^-eful  scrutinyo  It  is 
sf-sible  to  plan  ahead  for  future  growth.  It  is  not  sensibje  to  plan  ahead,  as  \.e 
£..-f  doing,  in  a  manner  that  locks  us  in  to  heavy  reliance  or.  autos  and  ai.rplanes. 

It  must  be  renerbered  that  automobiles,  m.any  carrs'lnr  only  one  passcnpor,  buni 
u;  about  170  million  gallons  of  gasoline  each  day  in  the  United  States,  Cor.imorcial 
aircraft,  which  operate  with  an  averap;e  of  only^^O^^  load  factor,  are  expecl/Co'  to 
cr-sume  the  equivalent  of  2%  million  barrels  of  oil  cach^by  1935.  This  prodifiours 
B.Z.C  wasteful  concurr.ption  cannot  go  on  forever,  \>e  therefore  request  that  tnis 
C-:irj'iission  recognizes  the  critical  need  for  rational  transportation  plann-^ng  and 
request  that  the  Airport  expansion  plan  be  sent  back  for  further  study^ 


STATEMENT  OF  V7ILLIAM  M.  BRINTON 
BEFORE  CITY  PIA^TNING  COMxViISSIOM 
RE  PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  EXPANS'lON  PLAN 


(September  27,  1973) 


The  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Plan  rnay  be 


neither  necessary  or  desirable.     In  proposing  to  double 
the  capacity  of  the  present  facility  by  1985  at  a  cor:t  of 
$390,000,000,   the  Airport  Commission  has  begun  v/ith  the 
wrong  end  of  the  syllogism.     Its  argument  postulates  a  sub- 
stantial increase  in  the  population  of  the  Bay  Area  over 
the  next  25  years.     It  then  argues  that  San  Francisco  must 
expand  its  airport  to  handle  the  anticipated  increas'.). 

The  real  question  is  whether  the  Bay  Area  crj}.  in 
fact,  or  even  should  accommodate  the  anticipated  population 
increase  and  still  meet  a  variety  of  environrpental  con- 


does  not  first  answer  this  question,  going  forward  v;ith 
the  Airport  Exj^ans ion  Plan  becomes  a  self-fulfilling  nrop^'ccy 
the  inrrc^ase  in  Bay  Area  population  will  occur  whether  v/e 
v/ant  it  or  not. 

According  to  the  1970  Census,   the*  ScMI  Francisco 
Airport  servt,-s  a  5  county  ^!r^^^^  vri.th  a  popuj    tion  of 


straints  established  by  law. 


4,174,443.     It  is  located  near  nine  Peninsula  coitiiTiunities 

« 

v^ith  a  population  of  about  288,000,  Access  to  the  Airport 
is  via  I-lOl  and  1-280  and  eventually  by  a  link  connecting 
these  tv;o  access  routes. 

The  Expansion  Plan  was  adopted  and  integrated  in 
the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study   (R?i.SS)   and  is  the  Air- 
port Element  in  the  Bay  Area  Regional  Plan  1970-1990  pre- 
pared by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments   (ABAG) ,  a 
report  which  was  prepared  without  any  real  analysis  of  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  E^rpan^^ion 
Plan,     Indeed,  most  of  the  environment a. 1  protection  legis- 
lation was  enacted  after  preparation  of  the  ABAG  report. 
Inclusion  of  the  Airport  Expansion  Plan  without  considera- 
tion of  environmental  factors  places  a  hc-avy  burden  on  this 
Comraission  in  approving  the  Plan  without  a  far  more  detailed 
EIR  than  the  one  before  it  today, 

Botli  state  and  federal  law  establish  environmental 
constraints  v.'lth  v/hich  the  Plan  must  comply,   if  it  can. 
Federal  lav,',  of  v/hich  you  V7ill  hoar  more  la.ir-r,   i JK-'ludcir: 
in  p:irt  the  ;Lollov;ing: 

1..     The  Clean  Air  Act    (42  U, ::.('.   U-iTiV,   et  ycq.) 
v.*ar.  amended  by  tlic-  Clean  Air  Aiiiendinentr.  ol   !I970  bv  i.ddinq. 


inter  alia.  Part  B,  conmiencing  with  Sec.  231,  Automotive 
emission  standards  are  established  to  reduce  air  pollution. 
Part  B  deals  with  the  establishment  of  aircraft  emission 
and  fuel  standards  by  EPA,     See  Section  304  allowing  citizen 
suits  in  cases  of  violation  of  emission  standards  under  the 
Act,  including  suits  against  EPA  for  failure  to  perform  a 
duty  under  the  Act, 

2.  The  Noise  Pollution  and  Abatement  Act  of  1970 
was  enacted  as  Title  IV  of  the  Clean  Air  Amendments  of  1970. 
See  42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.     Under  Title  IV,  EPA  is  charged 
with  making  a  full  and  complete  investigation  and  study  of 
noise  and  its  effect  on  the  public  health,  and  to  identify 
and  classify  causes  and  sources  of  noise  and  to  determine 
(See  Sec.  402 (a) (2) A-G)   effects  at  various  levels,  pro- 
jective growth  of  noise  levels  in  urban  areas  through  the 
year  2000,   the  psychological  and  physiological  effect  on 
humans,  effects  of  sporadic  extreme  noise   (such  as  jet 
noise  near  airports)   as  compared  with  constant  noise,  ef- 
fect on  wildlife  and  property  (including  values) ,  and  ef- 
fect of  sonic  booms  on  property   (including  values) , 

3.  In  1972,  Congress  enacted  the  Marine  Pro- 
tection Research  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of  1972    (P.L,  92-53?, 


86  Stats.  1052)   in  Section  2  of  which  Congress  found  that 
the  ".CO  unregulated  dumping  of  material  into  ocean  waters 
endangers  human  health,  welfare,   and  amenities,   and  the 
marine  environment,  ecological  systems  and  economic 
potentialities."     EPA  is  charged  with  administration  of 
this  Act,  and  may  issue  permits  for  ocean  dumping  of  "material" 
as  defined  in  Sec,  3(c)   of  the  Act  which  applies  to  any  per- 
son or  agent  of  a  state  or  local  unit  of  government. 

4.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969    (tTEPA)  . 

5.  The  Fish  and  V7ildlife  Coordination  hct 
(16  U.S.Ce  661  et  seq.)* 

Thus,  Congress  has  enacted  comprehensive  environ-- 
m.ontai  protection  laws  and,  a  mechanism  under  NEPA  for 
evaluating  the  environmental  impact  of  a  major  federal  pro- 
ject.    The  constraints  imposed  deal  witli  air,  water  and 
noise  pollution,  together  with  the  effect  of  a  proj-ci.  on 
fish  and  v/ilulife« 

Approval  of  the  Bxpansion  PJ  an  hy  this  Coir.mj  sr .i  r.n 
witliout  an  EIR  v/liicli  evaluates  nil  environiuonti'' 1  constraints 
of  the  project  as  a  v/hole  represents  acticn  wliich  is  bf)th 


arbitrary  and  capricious.    Moreover,  it  virtually  assures 
litigation  under  both  federal  and  state  law, 

California  has  adopted  legislation  which  imposes 
environmental  constraints  which  this  Commission  must  con- 
sider; They  include  in  part  the  following: 

1.  The  Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control 

Act; 

2,  The  Mulford-Carrell  Air  Resources  Act  as 

amended  by  the  Pure  Air  Acts  of 
1968,   1969,   1970  and  1972; 

3.  The  Airport  Noise  Control  Act   (Sees.  24]  80-- 

24183,  Health  &  Safety  Code).  See 
14  C.F.R.   36  et  soq,   for  peimissiblc 
noise  levels  measured  in  EFfcctive 
Perceived  Noise  Level    (F;PNJ<)  . 

4,  The  Environmenti)!  Quality  Act  of  .1970, 

as  amended  in  1972  by  A.B.  889 
(CEQA) . 

ThviH,   California  h;^:,  imposed  r.  ir,  water  and  noire 
constraint:r.;  i\nd  a  r.-iecaanisra  UD'.'J.er  CIJQA  Vox:  evalu<"!;:ing  i.ho 
orivironmenta  1  impact  of  ench  •-  the  EIl'v,     An  iTIR  under  Ci\V\ 
i:~  v..n  inf orm"it ional  document:  >.'iiicli  thi-.i  Co;i'.i'iiisr. ion  ri\ur*.t 


prepare  and  certify  as  "adequate^  accurate  and  objective". 
Under  Chapter  31,  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  is  the  final  arbiter  as  to 

A 

A 

whether  an  EIR  is  "adequate/   accurate  and  objective^"  and 
it  must  make  a  finding  that  the  Airport  Expansion  Plan  v/ill 
have  no  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

The  filing  of  an  EIR  which  does  not  represent 
"detailed  statement"  of  the  project's  environmental  impact 
is  a  basis  for  litigation  affecting  the  project. 

Friends  of  Mammoth  v.  Mono  County  (1972) 
8  C.3d  247 

Environinental  Defense  Fund  v ,   Coasts  id  e 
County  Water  District   (1972)    27  C.A.3d  695 

Cf .   Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Corves 
of  Engineers    (D.C.  Ark.)    325  F.Supo. 
749,   aff'd   (C.A.   8)   4  ERC  1721  (1972) 

Insufficient  treatment  of  possible  mitigation 
measures  and  minimization  of  impact  is  another  ground  for 
a  legal  challenge. 

Cf ,  Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Fro eh Ike 
(C.A.   8)   4  ERC  1829 

The  same  is  true  where  there  has  been  an  insuf- 
ficient treatment  of  alternatives. 
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Cf .  National  Resources  Defense  Council 
V.  Morton  (C.A.  D.C.)  458  F.2d  827 
(1972) 

and  where  there  has  been  an  insufficient  discussion  of 
growth  inducing  impact, 

•  Public  Resources  Code,  Sec.  21100(g) 

or  where  it  omits  critical  comments  of  other  agencies. 

Coastside  County  Water  District,  supra. 

Because  there  is  a  real  possibility  that  this 
project  will  be  financed  in  part  by  federal  funds  obtained 
under  the  Airport  and  Airway  Development  and  Revenue  ?c-'c  o 
1970   (P. L..  91-258,   84  Stat.   219),  a  NEPA  EIS  will  probably 
be  required. 

Cf.  Civic  Improvement  Committee  v.  Voloe 

(D.C.  W.N.C.)    F.Supp.    (1972) 

4  ERC  1160   (municipal  street  project 
receiving  federal  aid) 

The  DOT  Order  provides  that  a  full  EIS   is  requir 
under  NEPA,   in" cases  where  there  has  been  previous  federal 
funding  of  airport  expansion  and  the  environmental  con- 
sequences were  not  fully  evaluated  at  the  time  of  initial 
funding.     The  DOT  Order  also  defines  major  airport  develop 
ment  actions  under  Section  102(2) (c)   of  NEPA  in  terms  that 
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leave  little  doubt  that  an  EIS  will  be  required  here  (See 
DOT  Order  5050.2,  Sec.   9(g)   and  CEQA  Guidelines). 

The  EIR  before  tads  Coramission  appears  to  make 
significant  omissions  or  fails  to  give  adequate  or  ac- 
curate consideration  to  certain  requirements  of  CEQA.  'I'hcy 
are  grouped  under  several  different  headings,   as  follow::^: 

1 ,     Employment  Ironact 

The  EIR  projects  an  increase  of  13,555  ba^ic 
employees  by  1985,     Although  the  EIR  v/hich  purports  coal 
with  Employment  Impact  mentions  the  impact  on  the  housing 
market  in  nine  nearby  comraunities,   it  does  not  deal  in  any 
meaningful,  way  with  second  and  third  level  effects.  The 
national  average  for  increase  in  value  of  residential 
property  is  3.2%  per  year.     On  a  straight  line  basis, 
housing  values  will  increase  by  about  27%  by  1985.  Thus, 
while  the  EIR  acknowledges  that  expansion  of  wholesale  and 
other  support  industry  will  occur  around  the  airport,  it 
does  not  give  any  consideration  whatsoever  to  the  type  of 
land  use  planning  required  for  the  additional  housing  as  a 
result  of  increased  employment  on  or  near  the  airport.  It 
does  mention  that  4,200  acres  of  residential  land  and  200 
acres  of  non-residential  land  would  be  required  for  the 
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increased  housing   (16,000  units)   and  industrial  and  ccra- 
mercial  growth  anticipated.     However,   it  deals  in  only 
the  most  superficial  way  wd.th  waste  treatment  as  a  result 
of  this  growth,  the  effect  of  increased  population  density, 
and  the  use  of  scare  resources  such  as  gas  and  electric 
energy  to  service  this  growth.     The  former  is  particularly 
important  since  there  are  five  major  waste  treatment  facilities 
in  the  County,     Two  of  them  dispose  of  waste  into  the  ocean 
and  three  into  the  Bay.  ^ 

2 ,     Probable  Adverse  Environmental  Effects 
Which  Cannot  Be  ^.voided 

Summarized,   it  concludes  that  there  will  be  an 
increase  in  vehicle  traffic  on  the  airport  and  on  the  roads 
leading  to  the  airport,   that  there  will  be  an  increase  in 
_  the  soUd  and  liquid  wastes  generated,  and  that  there  will 
be  an  increase  in  consiomption  of  v/ater,  natural  gas,  elec- 
tricity and  aviation  fuel.     No  attempt  whatsoever  has  been 
made  to  subject  these  increases  to  quantitative  analysis^  a 
major  oversight  in  view  of  the  shortage  of  at  least  three 
of  these  components.     Nor  is  any  attempt  made  to  project  the 
additional  fuel  consumption  arising  out  of  the  increase  in 
vehicle  use.     It  does  not  adequately  cover  the  increased 
truck  traffic  produced  by  the  expansion  of  air  cargo  facilities. 
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3 .     Parking  and  Air  Poll-gtion 

The  EIR  treats  the  71%  increase  in  puhlic 
parking  at  the  Airport  itself  as  a  benef  icizil  c^.f f ect  of 
the  Expansion  Plan.     Perhaps  this  Cororaission  raay  wish  to 
consider  an  EPA  Notice  which  was  issued  by  order  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  to  be  effective  August  15,   1973.     It  is 
a  notice  which  states  in  effect  that  anyone  who  proposes 
to  build  a  parking  facility  of  more  than  100  stalls  does 
so  at  his  own  peril  without  an  EPA  permit   (Sec,  111,  Clean 
Air  Act) ,     There  are  final  regulations  on  this  subject 
scheduled  for  effectiveness  on  October  15,  1973. 

The  July  25  California  State  Implementation  Plan 
which  incorporates  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Ccrroni-ssion 
report  by  reference,  will  almost  unquestionably  be  disap- 
~  proved  by  EPA,   since  it  fails  to  include  adequate  transporta- 
tion control  strategies.     Nor  does  it  contain  any  enforce- 
able permit  system  dealing  with  new  stationary  sources,  such 
as  the  proposed  increase  in  parking  facilities  at  the  air- 
port.    These  are  in  effect  "complex  sources"  since  their 
construction  generates  a  significant  amount  of  related 
motor  vehicle  traf f  ic^...-cars  and  trucks  ■  (40  C?R  Parts  51  and 
52)  . 

In  addition  to  the  noise  generated  by  more  cars 
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and  trucks,  aircraft  noise  levels  xv'ill  no  longer  be  con- 
trolled by  the  State,     This  field  has  been  pre-empted  by 
Congress   (See  City  of  Burbank  v.  Lockheed  Air  ':fc.:rrninr;.I)  . 
Thus^  aircraft  noise  levels  will  have  to  raeot  federal 
standards  expressed  in  terras  of  EPNL  units   (Effective  Per- 
ceived Noise  Levels) . 

One  of  the  erroneous  ac  .umptions  raade  is  ■:;h;it 
noise  levels  will  be  reduced  by  the  use  of  r..-;v/  v/ido-hcci-^'  r-r. 
aircraft.     However,   in  1972,   the  CAB  conditioned  new  cz^s- 
rier  rate  increases  on  a  cutback  in  purchases  of  new  air- 
craft.    As  a  result,  many  carriers  are  remodelling  exist- 
ing aircraft  and  calling  them  "Luxury  707* s." 

4 ,     Mitigation  Measures  to  Minimize  I.-gpact 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  an  unreal- 
istic manner.     The  responses  it  makes  to  the  probable  ad- 
verse traffic  effects  is  the  possibility  of  a  BART  con- 
nection to  reduce  reliance  on  the  autom.obile  and  better 
traffic  handling  facilities  on  the  airport  proper,   .  A  BAaT 
extension  is  simply  not  a  realistic  mitigation,  nor  is  any 
substantial  increase  in  transit  service  based  on  projected 
demand.     There  is  absolutely  no  assurance  that  the  State 
Water  Quality  Control  Board,   San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  will 
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approve  a  Bay  outfall  for  airport  effluent  or  even  increased 
effluent  discharged  in  the  systems  of  nearby  communities  as 
a  result  of  higher  industry  and  population  density. 

h 

A 

Moreover,  even  the  noise  monitoring  program  pro- 
vides no  assurance  that  the  increase  in  E?NL  produced  by 
increased  air  traffic  will  not  adversely  affect  the  higher 
population  density  which  will  inevitably  occur.     The  EIR 
does  not  deal  with  present  or  future  control  technology 
for  aircraft  noise,  or  whether^  if  developed^   such  tech- 
nology will  exact  a  fuel  penal-cy.     This  is  particularly 
significant  in  view  of  a  present  fuel  shortage  and  the 
projected  increase  of  25,000  gallons  a  day,   just  for  air- 
craft alone. 

5 ,     Alternatives  to  the  Pror>osed  Devclonmont 

The  EIR  purports  to  deal  with  alternatives. 
It  treats  the  "no  expansion"  alternative  in  a  constructive 
manner  by  concluding  it  would  not  require  a  large  capital 
investment  of  funds  at  this  time   (VI-2) ,     Projecting  an 
increased  demand  for  air  travel  based  on  affluence,  the 
EIR  concludes  that  cong^estion  and  inconvenience  will  re- 
sult.    In  June  1974,  youth  and  similar  discount  fares  will 
be  discontinued.     This  will  probably  reduce  load  factors 


The  result  -  less  gross  revenue  for  the  carriers. 

The  EIR  does  not  deal  at  all  xv'ith  a  policy  which 
would  reduce  air  traffic  and  increase  "''-.rl-ro  load  factors 
currently  running  about  53%  for  the  doraestic  trunkiine  and 
long-haul  carriers.     Such  a  policy  would  tend  to  minimize 
fuel  consumption,  reduce  EPNL  due  to  less  air  traffic ^  re- 
duce aircraft  air  pollutant  emissions,  reduce  waste  dis- 
charge and  reduce  vehicle  congestion  and  air  pollution. 
TWA,  American  and  United  have  already  agreed  to  rr-d-jcc-^ 
service  on  certain  routes  to  save  fuel,   increase  load 
factors  and  save  on  operating  costs.     By  now,  this  agree- 
ment has  probably  received  CAB  antitrust  imjnunity. 

6,     Grov/th  Inducing  Irapact 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  five  page 
(IX-1  to  IX-5) ,  With  little  supporting  data,  it  implies 
that  the  Expansion  Plan  will  induce  only  moderate  popula- 
tion and  employment  growth  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  '^'..L 
is  not  a  valid  conclusion  in  view  of  the  increases  in  whol 
sale  and  industrial  development  projected  in  other  section 
of  the  EIR. 

Moreover,  the  EIR  implies  that  if  the  proposed 
facility  is  provided  in  advance  of  need,   it  will  remove 
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potential  obstacles  to  growth;  if  provided  only  after  the 
need  becomes  urgent,  the  lack  of  facilities  inhibits  grov/th 
due  to  extreme  congo.^ w-.on.     Once  again  the  self-fulfilling 

A 

prophecy  is  made  to  seem  inevitable. 

Furthermore,  the  Expansion  Plan  is  purportedly 
justified  because  of  projected  increases  in  Bay  Area  popu- 
lation.    There  have  been  too  many  elections  -  the  most  re- 
cent was  in  Corte  Madera  -  which  show  that  the  people  of 
the  Bay  Area  simply  do  not  want  the  population  growth  which 
the  EIR  assumes  will  occur.     Some  growch  will  probably  occur, 
but  certainly  not  even  close  to  the  scale  contemplated. 

In  one  way  or  another,  people  can  still  leave  from 
or  arrive  in  San  Francisco  by  air  carriers,     A  little  applied 
commonsense  suggests  that  the  nurrber  of  major  air  carriers 
operating  per  day  be  reduce^ ^     Doing  so  will  increase  their 
load  factors  and  gross  revenue.     tVhat's  the  point  of  arriving 
here  in  a  747,  as  I  did  recently,  with  about  60  passengers? 

Perhaps  the  Corriraission  may  wish  to  see  U.S.  Census 
data  covering  the  period  from  1930  to  1972.     Issued  in  Mc/, 
1973,   it  shows  a  net  growth  rate  in  1960  of  16.1  and  7.S  in 
1972,     With  the  exception  of  1969  and  1970,   it  decreased  in 
every  single  year  for  this  period. 
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7 ,  Irreversibl-.-:::  Fnv'-ronir.entr- 1  Chonaor,  Involvoc- 
The  EIR  deals  v/ith  this  subject  in  thrc-e  pac-es 

(VIII-1  to  VIII-3)  .     It  concludos  only  that  the-  ExpSinsion 
Plan  will  require  use  of  certain  resources,  principally 
those  used  in  construction.     No  luention  is  raade  of  "cho  ef- 
fect of  increased  population  and  business  density  in  nearby 
conraunities,   nor  is  any  mention  raade  of  the  increased  use 
of  fuel  for  the  additional  vehicle  use  projected  or  traffic 
congestion  on  the  Bayshore  or  in  nearby  coniiuunities . 

8,  Short-Term  Versus  Lonq-Ter^i  TJaes 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  two  pages 
(VII-1  to  VII-2) .     Its  conclusion  can  be  sunraed  up  in  one 
phrase  -  "bigger  is  better." 

9,  Benefit/Cost  Rc.tio  and  Buircen  of  Proof 
Nowhere  in  the  EIR  is  it  possible  to  find  a 

benefit/cost  ratio.     This  ratio  is  basically  a  coiviparison 
of  the  anticipated  "benefits"  derived  frora  a  project  with 
the  anticipated  "costs"  over  its  estir:.ated  life  spen.  Both 
benefits  and  costs  must  be  stated  in  monetary  tem\s.  Purthe 
more,   since  benefits  and  costs  will  be  accruing  over  each  of 
the  many  years  of  the  project's  life-span,   it  is  necessary 
to  discount  them  so  that  their  present  values  may  be 
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determined  and  compared.     The  importance  of  benefit/cost 
ratios  was  carefully  discussed  in  a  landmark  case  arising 
under  NEPA.     Sierra  Club  et  al  v.  Froohllco  ot  si    (D.C.  Tex.) 

  P.   Supp,    (1973)    5\  ERC  1033.     The  District  Court 

granted  a  preliminary  injunction  on  the  grounds,   inter  alia, 
that  the  defendants  had  not  complied  with,  the  mandate  under 
NEPA. 

Once  a  benefit/cost  ratio  has  been  established 
v;ha32in  the  benefits  exceed  the  cost,  then,  all  other  things 
being  equal,  the  project  is  typically  regarded  as  "justified. 
On  page  99   (Slip  Opinion)   the  District  Court  stated: 

"This  Court  must  conclude  that  on  the  basis 
of  the  present  record   (and  as  part  of  the 
decision  making  process)    . • . ,   it  cannot  by- 
pass an  examination  of  the  benefit-cost 
analysis  ...   . " 

In  the  EIR  before  this  Comjnission,  there  is  no 
such  analysis. 

In  Sierra  Club  v.  Fro eh Ike,   supra,  the  Court 
pointed  out  that  NEPA  places  a  heavy  burden  of  proof  upon 
the  federal  agencies  to  enable  a  court  to  ascertain  whether 
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there  has  "been  a  genuine  and  not  a  perfunctory  corapliance 
with  the  Ac-'-,   thus  requiring  the  agency  to  explicate  fully 
its  course  g.>'  inquiry,   its  analysis  and  its  reasoning^ 
citing  EIv  v.  Velde    (C.A.  4)   451  F.2d  1130    (1971)    and  Groene 
County  Planning  Boards   supra,     CEQA  require^  no  less  from 
this  COiiraaission  for  a  very  simple  reason. 

It  is  unrealistic  to  assume  that  there  will  alv/ays 
be  an  intervener  with  th--^.  information,   energy  and  money  re- 
quired to  challenge  a  staff  recorrmendation  v/nich  ignores 
environmental  costs  or  treats  them  superficially  or  in  a 
way  not  sanctioned  by  law. 

In  conclusion,   and  on  behalf  of  the  Ecology  Center, 
it  is  my  opinion  that  the  EIR  before  this  Corar:iission  is 
legally  insufficient  under  CEQA.     It  should  be  revised  to 
cover     in  detail  the  omissions  discussed  earlier^     It  is 
also  my  opinion  that  an  EIS  under  NEPA  v/ill  be  rcc;uired. 

In  the  limited  time  available,  it  has  been  impos- 
sible to  cover  more  than  some  of  the  m.cre  significant  omis- 
sions in  this  EIK. 

The  Airport  Expansion  Plan  is  ill-conceived  and 
has  been  from  the  outset.     It  vv^.^  foisted  on  the  oublic 
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with  unseeraly  haste.  Had  it  not  iDeen  for  litigation 
initiated  on  May  17^  1973,  the  whole  thing  v/ould  have 
been  a  f a  ..'T'accompli,  At  no  time  v/ere  the  people  of 
either  San  Mateo  or  San  Francisco  ever  asked  if  they 
wanted  it.  Why  not  ask  people  in  San  I'-latco  to  vote  o: 
this  question?  I  urge  this  Con^iraission  -co  reject  the 
whole  idea. 
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PRESENTATION  TO 


THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


SUBJECT;   SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION 


SEPTEMBER  27,  1973 


by 

Robert  J.  Jirka 
INT'L.  ASSN.  OF  MACHINISTS  AND  AEROSPACE  WORKERS 
M.N.P.L.  COMMITTEEMAN 
LOCAL  LODGE  1781 
BURLINGAME,   CALIF.  94010 


We  in  the  airline  industry,   as  well  as  those  in  all  other 
industries,  recognize  that  pollution  must  be  stopped,     A  few  facts 
that  bear  mentioning  at  this  time  are  the  Annual  Emissions  in 
pounds  per  individual  in  the  United  States. 


1. 

Motor  Transportation 

-  800 

lbs/individual 

2. 

Heating 

-  440 

lbs/individual 

3. 

Burning  of  all  types 

-  360 

lbs/individual 

4. 

Industrial  products 

-  285 

lbs/individual 

5. 

Garbage  and  Solid  waste 

-  100 

lbs/individual 

6. 

Aval tion 

-  60 

lbs/individual 

7. 

Non-highway  Fuel 

-  25 

lbs/individual 

8. 

Rail  and  Ships 

-  20 

lbs/individual 

You 

can  see  that  we  are  all 

involved. 

How  many  of  you  here 

today  drove  to  this  hearing? 

Now  may  we  get  down  to  the  issues  at  hand? 
Issue  #  1, 

How  will  people  get  to  the  airport? 

According  to  the  San  Francisco  Ecology  Center's  full  page 
ad  in  most  of  the  bay  area  newspaper's,   I  quote  "   30%  of  the 
passengers  will  us  BART,  What  BART?  San  Mateo  voters  have  rejected 
BART  once,"  unquote.     I  think  the  San  Mateo  voters  didn't  want 
to  pay  for  BART  when  they  weren't  going  to  get  any  use  from  it 
for  approximately  three  to  five  years. 
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What  about  a  bus  system  like  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa 
counties?     The  buses  run  from  downtown  Alameda  to  Hayward  and 
from  downtown  Alameda  to  Concord.     Has  Muni  and  the  city  of 
San  Francisco  asked  the  city  of  San  Mateo,  San  Bruno,  Millbrae 
if  they  would  to  start  up  a  bus  system  like  the  AC  transit? 
Issue  #  2 

How  much  Noise? 

According  to  the  same  article  put  out  by  the  ecology  center, 
I  quote      Belle  Air  elementary  school  in  San  Bruno  loses  47 
minutes  out  of  every  teaching  day  to  jet  noise  " ,  unquote. 
Through  my  research  which  took  all  of  approximately  10  minutes, 
I  found  that  the  airport,  which  was  built  in  1947,   is  now  26 
years  old,  but  the  Belle  Air  school  was  built  in  1952  thus  making 
it  only  21  years  old.     It  now  becomes  evident  that  the  ecology- 
minded  people  should  have  cautioned  the  school  board  of  San  Bruno 
about  the  possible  noise  in  the  next  twenty  or  so  years  as  the 
airport  had  already  been  operating  for  five  years  prior  to  the 
school's  opening.     An  excellent  case  of  vivid  hindsight  attempting 
to  compensate  for  a  complete  lack  of  foresight.     This  would 
likewise  seem  to  apply  to  the  24,000  homes  which  this  same  article 
says  are  also  affected  by  the  jet  noise. 

The  airline  and  aircraft  industry  in  general  have  long 
realized  the  necessity  for  quieting  jet  noise.     The  manufacturers 


and  other  industry  associated  organizations  have  devoted  much  in 
resources  to  the  study  of  the  sause  of  the  noise  and  remedies 
to  quiet  it.     All  those  involed  agree  there  is  no  easy  solution. 

On  the  early  engines,   all  that  could  be  done  was  to  install 
exotic  looking  noise  suppressing  tail  pipe  assemblies.  Kost 
of  the  noise  caiite  from  the  escaping  hot  exhaust  gases  mixing 
with  the  outside  air  and  setting  up  turbulent  sources  of  sound. 
The  addition  of  the  tail  pipe  assemblies  helped  in  reducing  this 
noise. 

Then  came  the  turbofan  engine,   the  JT3D,  by  its  design,  the 
turbofan  bypass  caused  a  10%  overall  reduction  in  jet  noise 
while  gaining  increased  efficiency.     It  was  founcj  that  by  designing 
an  engine  without  inlet  guide  vanes,   a  substantial  noise  reduction 
would  result. 

Prior  to  1967,   all  engines  used  in  the  industry  had  inlet 
guide  vanes.     Then,  by  incorporating  all  the  known  methods  of 
sound  suppression  in  design  of  the  JT9D  engine  made  by  Pratt 
and  Whitney  which  is  on  the  747,   the  industry  gained  the  new 
technology  engine. 

In  two  years  of  testing  the  CFG  engine,  made  by  General 
Electric,  which  is  on  the  DC-10,  confirmed  that  fan  generated 
noise  could  be  effectively  reduced  by  installing  noise  suppression 
panels  within  the  fan  shround.     It  is  my  opinion  that  within  the 
next  five  years  there  will  be  another  break  through  on  noise 
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suppression,   thus  making  the  engines  even  quieter  than  today. 
Issue  #  3 

In  1958  the  California  Air  Pollution  Board  met  with  some 
representives  from  the  airline  industry  to  discuss  the  smoke 
generated  by  aircraft.     Observations  made  of  aircraft  revealed 
that  the  early  DC-8  engine,   the  JT3C  were  the  worst  offenders. 

A  short  time  later  the  airlines  undertook  the  conversion  to 
the  turbofan  engine  the  JT3D,  which  I  discussed  earlier  in  noise 
suppression.     Shortly  after  that  tlie  need  arose  for  a  short 
range  aircraft,   the  727,   equipped  with  the  JTBD  engine,  was  intro- 
duced into  service.     Along  with  it,   visual  smoke  emission 
reared  its  ugly  head.     Pratt  and  Whitney,   the  engine  manufacturer, 
and  the  airlines  operating  this  equipment  worked  together  in  the 
development  of  a  combustor  that  would  correct  this  problem.  In 
1968,   four  airlines  received  37  sets  of  these  improved  combustors 
for  test  and  evaluation. 

Early  in  1970,  United  Air  Lines  launched  a  program  to  convert 
their  563  engines  to  the  reduced  smoke  configuration.     The  cost 
of  this  project  amounted  to  three  million  dollars.     With  the  newer 
Pratt  and  Whitney  JT9  engine  on  the  747  and  the  General  Electric 
CF5  engine  on  the  DC-10  which  are  larger  engines  and  2^  times 
more  powerful  than  the  earlier  engines;   they  produce  virtually 
no  visible  exhaust, 
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Aviation  has  been,  since  its  beginning,  one  of  the  lesser 
contributors  to  Air  Pollutionand  with  the  advent  of  the  jumbo  jets, 
such  as  the  DC-10  and  747,   it  will  become  less  offensive  to  the 
environment  in  both  reduced  noise  and  air  pollution. 

In  closing  may  I  say  that  it  is  my  opinion  that  San  Mateo 
and  San  Francisco  counties  are  two  of  the  finest  in  the  State  of 
California;  but  I  feel  it  is  ashame  that  these  two  counties  and 
the  ecologists  can't  come  up  with  a  realistic  plan  which  will 
benefit  all  concerned,  while  at  the  sauotie  time  cope  with  and  provide 
for  the  inevitable  growth  of  our  Bay  Cities;  thank  you. 
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1 709  New  York  Avenue,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20006 
Phone  (202)  872-4000 

CLIFTON  F.  VON  KANN 

Senior  Vice  President 
Operations  and  Airports 

September  20,  1973 


San  Francisco  City  and  County- 
Planning  Commission 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  California 
Gentlemen: 

Regarding  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  of  August  1973,  the  following  comments  are  sub- 
mitted by  the  Air  Transport  Association  on  behalf  of  our  member  air- 
lines and  all  certificated  carriers  serving  San  Francisco  International 
Airport. 

In  the  report,  the  1985  passenger  forecast  for  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  is  consistent  with  ATA  forecasts  and  is  accepted 
by  the  airlines  as  the  basis  for  planning  airport  improvements  at  this 
location.    Procedures  already  exist  whereby  the  phasing  of  improve- 
ments is  reviewed  project  by  project  to  help  protect  against  inadvertent 
over-building. 

In  1986  noise  contours  in  the  report  are  based  on  62  per  cent 
of  the  average  daily  schedules  operating  in  quieter  wide  body  aircraft. 
This  is  consistent  with  airline  estimates  ranging  up  to  70  per  cent  wide 
body  operations  for  this  airport  versus  a  maximum  of  33  per  cent  wide 
body  operations  for  Oakland  in  the  1985  time  frame.    To  the  best  of  our 
knowledge,  all  other  assumptions  relating  to  aircraft  noise  and  emissions 
analyses  reflect  the  latest  available  information. 

For  the  airlines,  the  variances  between  total  Bay  Area  passen- 
ger forecasts  by  ATA  versus  forecasts  by  other  agencies  will  only  af- 
fect the  timing  of  specific  projects  at  Bay  Area  airports  other  than  San 
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Francisco  International  Airport.    In  most  cases,  the  resultant  change 
in  timing  is  relatively  small,  in  some  instances  only  two  or  three  years. 
However,  prohibiting  the  improvements  proposed  for  San  Francisco  In- 
ternational Airport  would  have  an  adverse  affect  on  airline  service  to  the 
entire  Bay  Area. 

Any  arbitrary  split  of  airline  service  between  Bay  Area  air- 
ports would  actually  increase  aircraft  movement  and  the  number  of 
small  aircraft,  as  well  as  adding  costs,  which  ultimately  are  passed 
on  to  the  travelling  public.    This  is  reflected  in  airline  experience  at 
other  multiple  airport  hubs,  such  as  New  York,  Los  Angeles,  Chicago 
and  Washington. 

The  regional  studies  conducted  by  ABAG  recommended  maxi- 
mizing the  use  of  existing  airports  instead  of  development  of  new  air- 
ports for  scheduled  service.    The  improvements  proposed  for  San 
Francisco  International  Airport,  to  be  implemented  incrementally,  repre- 
sent the  basic  foundation  of  the  regional  system  plan. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  our  member  airlines  consider  this  en- 
vironmental impact  report  to  be  a  reasonable  analysis  of  future  conditions, 
and  recommend  proceeding  with  improvement  projects  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport. 

Sincerely, 

C.  F.  von  Kann 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  DEVELOPM ENT  ASSOCIATION,  I NC. 
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San  Francisco  Planning  Conimission 
too  Lark In 

San  Francisco,  California  9^102 
Gentlemen: 

In  March  of  this  year  the  San  Mateo  County  Development  Association 
appeared  before  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission  supporting  the 
original  Environmental  Impact  P.eport  submitted  to  that  Commission 
In  connection  with  the  expansion  program  at  the  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport.    A  copy  of  this  statement  is  attached. 

this  Association  has  reviewed  the  second  report  now  before  your 
Commission  for  acceptance^    Statements  in  this  report  also  have 
the  approval  of  this  Association  with  one  exception,  specifically 
that  portion  of  the  report  on  Page  #7  under  the  heading  of  "GROWTH- 
IflOUCING  IMPACT".    This  statement  reads  In  part. 


"   of  the  l9o5  alr-rpassenger  demand  In  the  Day  Area  projected 

by  RASS,  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Is  being  designed  to 
handle  less  than  30  percent  of  the  Increase.    This  increase  in 
capacity  would  double  the  present  usage  of  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional, and  would  induce  population  and  employment  growth  in  the 
immediate  vicinity.    The  Airport  Expansion  Is  expected  to  create 
approximately  1^,000  additional  basic  jobs  by  19G5  which,  as  a 
secondary  effect,  would  create  an  additional  17,000  jobs.  Popu- 
lation In  San  Mateo  County,  due  to  this  additional  employment,  is 
expected  to  increase  by  A9,000  people  who  would  require  16,000 
additional  homes,     it  is  expected  that  ^,200  acres  of  residential 
land  and  200  acres  of  non-residential  land  would  be  required  In 
San  Mateo  County  for  the  Increased  industrial  and  commercial 
growth." 
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This  Association  submits  that  the  above  findings  are  incorrect  and  an  in- 
crease in  the  tota)  population  in  the  County  would  not  necessarily  result 
from  the  expansion  of  facilities  at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

Over  the  past  20  years  this  Association  has  been  uniquely  involved  with 
employment  in  San  Mateo  County  in  its  economic  and  industrial  development 
program.    The  IS70  Census  figures  indicate  that  of  the  235,000  employed  per- 
sons within  San  Mateo  County,  only  128,500  are  employed  in  San  Mateo  County. 
C9,500  indicate  employment  outside  of  San  Mateo  County,  and  I7»000  had  not 
specifically  stated  the  place  of  employment,  but  it  must  be  assumed  it  was 
outside  of  the  County. 

A  conservative  estimate  would  place  90,000  people  leaving  the  County  daily 
for  employment  elsewhere.    This  represents  a  drain  on  all  surface  transport- 
ation facilities,  a  tremendous  impact  on  traffic  and  freeway  problems.  This 
constitL'tes  a  large  part  of  an  available  labor  pool  In  San  Mateo  County, 
residents  that  would  prefer  to  woric  closer  to  tnhere  they  live,  If  given  an 
opportunity. 

The  second  greatest  contribution  to  the  labor  pool  in  San  Mateo  County  is  re- 
presented in  the  numbers  of  young  people  coming  into  the  labor  force  annually. 

The  1970  census  indicates  that  there  are  51,^^77  residents  of  San  Mateo  County 
between  55-64  years  of  age.    It  Is  expected  that  these  residents  will  be 
leaving  the  labor  force  during  the  next  10  years.     In  comparison,  there  are 
IOI,5lC  young  persons  between  the  ages  of  10-19  years  coming  into  the  work 
force  during  this  same  time.    This  almost  doubles  the  nunbers  of  persons  to 
be  available  for  employment  in  San  Mateo  County  —  persons  for  whom  jobs 
should  be  created. 

It  is  evident  that  the  I'ljOOO  basic  jobs  and  the  17,000  secondary  jobs  ex- 
pected to  be  created  by  the  vitally  needed  expansion  program  at  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  could  be  filled  by  San  Mateo  County  residents 
and  would  not  necessarily  contribute  to  the  population  growth  within  the 
County. 

This  Association  again  states  that  the  entire  proposed  expansion  project 
embraces  intelligent,  comprehensive  planning  and  will  provide  socio-economic 
benefits  for  the  people  in  the  entire  San  Francisco  Bay  area  without  destroy- 
ing those  environmental  factors  which  we  all  agree  are  important  to  the  well 
be I  no  of  the  community. 


Heafy  Bostwick,^r. 
Vlre  President  6  General  Manager 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 
#A  West  Fourth  Avenue,  Suite  501 
San  Mateo,  California  9^'*02 


STATEMENT  TO;  ' 

San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Tuesday,  March  6,  1973 

BY:    Henry  Bostwick,  Jr. 

Executive  Vice  President/General  Manager 

San  Mateo  County  Development  Association,  Inc. 

HEARING:    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  -  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Expans  ion 

GENTLEMEN: 

My  name  is  Henry  Bostwick,  Jr.,  Executive  Vice  President  and  General  Manager  of 
the  San  Mateo  County  Development  Association,  Inc.,  a  private,  non-profit  organi- 
zation made  up  of  Bay  area  and  Sah  Mateo  County  business,  industrial  and  labor 
leaders,  In  its  19th  year  as  a  leading  industrial/economic  development  factor  In 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  as  well  as  the  state  of  California. 

I  am  appearing  before  you  today  to  express  to  you  the  importance  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  to  the  total  economy  of  the  Bay  area. 

This  Airport  is  the  single  most  important  industry  in  San  Mateo  County,  providing 
the  largest  employment  base  in  the  County  and,  since  its  inception,  has  played  a 
major  role  In  the  sound,  orderly  growth  pattern  of  the  area.    Without  it  there 
would  be  no  industrial  parks  in  the  area,  without  it  there  would  be  no  major  retail 
centers,  without  It  there  would  be  reduced  financing  for  our  schools,  reduced  fi- 
nancing for  facilities  that  make  a  contribution  to  the  total  environment  of  the  area. 

The  most  vital  part  of  the  Environmental   Impact  Report  before  you  today  Is  con- 
tained on  Page  2-50  to  Page  2-56.     This  carefully  combines  an  economic  report  on 
this  project  with  the  environmental  considerations,  extremely  important  if  total 
socio-economic  benefits  are  being  weighed. 

The  goal  of  any  sound  industrial  development  program,  particularly  the  one  within 
this  Development  Association,  is  to  enhance  the  quality  of  life  for  all  people  by 
the  generation  of  productive  employment  opportunities,  by  the  generation  of  private 
and  public  revenues  and  by  the  recognition  of  technological  Innovations  as  they 
pertain  to  the  economic  structure  of  the  community. 

This  Is  what  this  expansion  program  at  the  Airport  Is  all  about. 

This  project,  as  presented,  places  into  focus  sound,  comprehensive  planning  which 
Is  the  key  to  soc io-envl ronmental  concepts  in  today's  society. 

This  report  advisedly  points  to  the  potential  growth  that  can  be  expected  at  the 
airport  between  now  and  1985. 


MORE 


Statement  to  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  (Continued) 


Page  2 


I  am  confident  that  members  of  this  Commission  know  that  we  in  this  great  Bay 
Area,  as  those  in  previous  generations,  can  accept  growth.    We  can  prepare  for  it. 

We  can  plan  for  it           and  as  this  proposed  program  so  adequately  points  out,  we 

can  build  for  It. 

This  expansion  at  the  Airport  is  one  way  of  providing  facilities,  paid  for  as  a 
direct  result  of  a  strong  economy,  that  will  enhance  the  total  environment,  and 
more  directly,  the  human  environment,  a  goal  which  Is  highly  diesi rable  to  everyone. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  for  Boards,  Commissions  and  Agencies  today  to  withstand 
those,  who  in  their  zealous  effort  to  presumbly  protect  our  natural  environment, 
fail  to  realize  the  importance  of  sound  economic  growth  and  the  importance  of  jobs 
in  the  community. 

Now  the  time  has  arrived  when  the  dangers  of  the  "no  growth"  philosophy  be  thoroughly 

understood  and  responsible  people  understand  the  motives  behind  those  who  vocally, 

and  somewhat  effectively,  continue  to  hammer  away  at  our  social  and  economic  structure. 

Much  of  the  basic  activity  behind  all  of  this  stems  from  the  inability  on  the  part 

of  some  people  to  accept  change  and  to  intelligently  prepare  for  balanced  change  

which  is  Inevitable  in  any  community  unless  it  wish  to  die  and  wither  away. 

These  same  people  find  it  difficult  to  understand  that  the  threat  to  our  environ- 
ment does  not  come  from  more  people           they  apparently  cannot  accept  the  fact 

that  more  people  need  more  facilities  and  the  only  way  these  facilities  can  be 
provided  is  through  a  viable,  flexible,  strong  economy. 

We  can  no  longer  be  hampered  by  environmental  doom-peddlers  and  "no  growth"  pro- 
ponents who.  In  the  name  of  ecology  or  conservation  pressure  local,  state  and 
federal  legislative  bodies  to  adopt  restrictive  laws  and  regulations  dangerous,  not 
only  to  the  institutions  they  apparently  seek  to  destroy,  but  to  the  consumer  whom 
they  are  presumably  anxious  to  protect. 

We  can  successfully  cope  with  the  problems  of  change  only  by  accepting  the  fact 
that  with  growth,  we  can  sustain  the  quality  of  life  which  we  all  desire.    We  must 
face  reality.    We  must  not  spend  our  energies  on  complaint  and  other  negative 

actions,  and  watch,   In  d  i  smay ,  as  the  quality  of  life  disappears  as  men  leave 

the  area  for  lack  of  a  fair  job  opportunity  to  support  themselves  and  their  fami- 
lies ---  as  we  become  Increasingly  unable  to  provide  necessary  public  facilities 
and  services  because  of  a  dwindling  tax  base. 

The  Environmental   Impact  Report,  as  well  as  the  entire  proposed  expansion  project 
embraces  Intelligent,  encompassing  programming,  destined  to  provide  the  greatest 
good  for  the  greatest  number  of  people  In  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

The  Report  deserves  your  consideration  and  adoption. 


END 
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1714  Lake  Stheet 

September  24,  1973. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  (EIR) 

SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  EXPANSION 

Presented  To  The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 

By  MAURICE  A.  GARBELL,  INC. 
Aeronautical  Consultants  to  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission: 

My  name  is  Maurice  A.  Garbell. 

My  address  is  1714  Lake  Street,  San  Francisco  94121. 

I  am  president  of  Maurice  A.  Garbell,  Inc.,  a  consulting  firm 
organized  over  twenty-five  years  ago,  which  engages  in  the  practice  of 
aeronautical  engineering,  meteorology,  air  traffic  control,  airport  design 
and  operation,  and  air- pollution  and  noise  problems. 

Maurice  A.  Garbell,  Inc.,  has  served  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco 
as  aeronautical  consultants  for  the  past  sixteen  years,  and  I  address  you  today 
as  the  aviation  consultant  for  that  City. 


A  few  weeks  ago  Mr.  Thomas  G.  Bertken,  Deputy  Director  of  Airports 
of  the  Airports  Commission  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  made  a 
verbal  presentation  to  the  Council  of  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco,  in  which 
he  explained  the  salient  features  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
which  is  now  before  you.    Members  of  the  Council  appeared  to  be  concerned 
over  some  possibly  unfavorable  effects  that  might  develop  with  the  planned 
expansion  of  the  passenger-   and  cargo- carrying- capacity  of  the  Airport. 
Some  expressions  of  apprehension  were  directed  to  the  increased  burdening 
of  ground-access  facilities,  and  a  possible  increase  in  air  and  water  pollution; 
others  inquired  about  the  timing  of  an  urgently  needed  decrease  in  single-event 
noise- expos ure  levels  over  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  other 
neighboring  cities. 

The  problem  of  ground  access  is  not  an  inevitable  problem  as  such. 
It  poses  no  more  than  a  need  to  be  met  by  intelligent  planning  and  resolute 
action.    Under  no  circumstance's  should  there  be  permitted  a  limitation  in 
ground  access  that  would  stifle  the  development  of  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport. 
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The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  can  cope  with  the  needs  of  ground 
access  by  urging  a  speedy  construction  of  rapid-transit  facilities  and  other  mass- 
transportation  links  between  the  Airport  and  major  passenger- source  areas 
durin<T  the  present  opportune  breathing  spell  which  is  temporarily  afforded  by  the 
compfetion  of  U.  S.  Interstate  Route  280  and  the  cros  s  -  connecting  Route  380. 
That  breathing  spell  won't  last  forever. 

The  Draft  EIR  which  is  before  you  presents  a  noise-exposure  forecast 
which  is  substantially  similar  to  the  forecast  made  by  our  firm.    The  verification 
of  any  noise- expos ure  forecast  is  only  as  good  as  the  combined  good  faith  and  the 
technical  capabilities  of  the  airport  operator,  the  air  carriers,  and  the  government 
agencies  which  control  the  certification  of  aircraft  and  aircraft  powerplants,  and 
which  direct  the  flow  of  air  traffic,  can  make  it.    Let  us  then  examine  the  future, 
as  described  in  the  EIR,  in  the  light  of  past  performance  as  seen  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco,  the  large  and  long- established  city  that  is 
directly  exposed  to  overflight  by  aircraft  departures  from  the  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport. 

From  1957  to  1970,  the  percentage  of  takeoffs  from  Runways  28  and 
straight  departure  climbouts  through  the  San  Bruno  Gap  have  decreased  from 
approximately  90  percent  to  34  percent. 

In  1971 ,  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  commissioned  its  consultants  ^ 
to  make  a  further  study  of  opportunities  for  noise  abatement  that  could  be  practi- 
cable.   The  study,  completed  in  April  1971,  proposed  an  increased  utilization  of 
Runways  01  which,  by  diverting  departures  from  Runways  28  would  further 
reduce  Runway-28  departures  from  34  percent  to  23  percent. 

In  January  1973,  the  use  of  Runways  28  had  in  fact  been  reduced  to  25 
percent,  with  the  co-operation  of  the  airlines  and  their  pilots,  the  FAA  air  traffic 
control,  and  the  Airport  itself,  to  all  of  whom  we  express  our  warm  appreciation. 
Moreover,  the  airlines  had  volunteered  to  increase  the  use  of  the  so-called 
shoreline  departure  in  order  to  diminish  the  percentage  of  straight  climbouts 
over  South  San  Francisco  to  approximately  15  percent.    The  shoreline  departure 
embodies  a  takeoff  from  either  Runway  28  and  a  right  turn  over  the  South  San 
Francisco  industrial  park  upon  attainment  of  a  safe  airspeed  and  altitude.    In  the 
meanwhile,  with  the  aid  of  federal  airport-development-aidfunds   (the  granting  of 
which  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  supported  with  a  Resolution  by  its  City 
Council),  the  Airport  is  extending  Runway  28-Right  by  2,500  feet  to  the  East,  so 
that  many  future  shoreline  departures  will  be  enabled  to  turn  right  almost  one- 
half  mile  to  the  East  of  their  present  track,  and  thus  avoid  residential  communi- 
ties in  South  San  Francisco  and  Brisbane. 

The  Draft  EIR  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  which  is  before 
you  is  predicated  on  an  increasing  passenger  volume,  but  without  any  appreciable 
increase  in  the  number  of  annual  aircraft  movements.    We  believe  that  both 
projections  are  reasonable  and  conservative. 


The  expected  increase  .in  passenger  volume  demands  the  use  of  larger 
aircraft.    The  larger,  newer,  aircraft  are  quieter  than  the  existing  smaller  and 
older  aircraft  at  all  but  the  most  extreme  takeoff  gross  weights.    They  can  carry 
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Commci-its  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIK),  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion. 

While  the  Draft  EIR  before  you  reflects  a  commitment  to  continuing 
improvement  of  the  average  noise-exposure  footprints  between  1973  and  1986, 
as  expressed  in  terms  of  the  cumulative  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level 
(CNEL),  we  submit  that  the  livabiiity  of  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  and 
the  other  neighboring  cities  adjacent  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
require  urgently  that  specific  steps  be  taken,  namely: 

1.  That  the  Airports  Commission  establish  a  schedule  for  noise  abate- 
ment, setting  dates  certain  for  the  elimination  of  noisy  aircraft  con- 
tingent on  regulatory  acts  by  the  EPA  and  the  FAA,  as  they  are  formulated 
and  implemented. 

2.  That  Runway  1-Right  be  lengthened  northward,  sufficiently  extended  to 
decrease  the  need  for  takeoffs  from  Runways  28  by  extremely  heavy 

departing  aircraft  during  the  day  or  night.    The  existing  situation,  in  which 
lighter  and  less  noisy  aircraft  take  off  from  Runways  1,  while  the  heavily 
loaded  and  noisier  aircraft  must  take  off  from  the  longer  Runways  28,  begs 
for  recognition  and  correction. 

3.  Long-haul  departures,  which  are  obliged  to  take  off  from  a  Runway  28 
because  of  wind  conditions,  should  depart  with  only  a  safe  fuel  load  to 

carry  them  to  an  intermediate  airport  where  they  could  refuel  and  depart 
with  a  fuel  load  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  their  desired  commercial 
non-stop  stage  length. 

This  would  minimize  the  noise  impingement  on  the  neighbors  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

We  suggest  that  Travis  Air  Force  Base  offers  all  the  necessary 
facilities  and  that  Solano  County  appears  to  stand  ready  to  seek  an  expan- 
sion of  its  existing  joint-use  contract  with  the  USAF  to  accommodate  such 
needs . 

The  added  cost  to  the  airline  for  the  fueling  stop  —  approximately  in  one- 
tenth  of  the  long-haul  departures  —  could  be  offset  by  the  benefits  derived 
from  probable  non-stop  flights  from  Travis  Air  Force  Base  to  the 
commercial  Far-East  destination,  as  compared  to  the  loss  in  efficiency 
and  an  increase  in  cost  of  flights  from  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  to  the  Far  East  with  an  intermediate  stop  at  Anchorage,  Alaska, 
whenever  the  San  Francisco  departure  must  curtail  its  fuel  load  because 
of  anticipated  second- stage- climb  considerations  in  the  rising  San  Bruno  Gap, 

4.  The  Airports  Commission  should  seek  to  persuade  the  Japanese 
Airports  Authority  to  arrange  waivers  from  the  night  curfew  at  least 

at  the  newly  constructed  Narita  Airport,  so  that  air-cargo  departures  from 
San  Francisco  may  depart  shortly  before  10:00  p.m.  and  arrive  at  Narita 
by  3:00-4:00  a.m.    In  all  fairness,  why  should  night  time  aircraft  noise 
continue  to  be  disallowed  in  Japan  and  continue  to  be  dumped  on  South  San 
Francisco  or  any  other  city  in  Northern  San  Mateo  or  Alameda  Counties  ? 

_5.      The  area  south  of  the  Airport,  including  the  now  vacant  land  soutli  of 
Bayshore  Freeway,  Ro.ute  101,  between  Bayside  Manor  and  Millbrae 
AvcMiue,  be  planted  with  a  dense  growth  of  bushes  and  mature  ti-eos,  as  <i 
jioiMi!  buffer.    Existing  ovidcuice  and  exporiencr  hun  taught  that  tlic 
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While  the  Draft  EIR  before  you  reflects  a  commitment  to  continuing 
improvcmei\t  of  the  average  noise-exposure  footprints  between  1973  and  1986, 
as  expressed  in  terms  of  the  cumulative  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level 
(CNEL),  we  submit  that  the  livability  of  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  and 
tl^e  other  neighboring  cities  adjacent  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
require  urgently  that  specific  steps  be  taken,  namely: 

1.  That  the  Airports  Commission  establish  a  schedule  for  noise  abate- 
ment, setting  dates  certain  for  the  elimination  of  noisy  aircraft  con- 
tingent on  regulatory  acts  by  the  EPA  and  the  FAA,  as  they  are  formulated 
and  implemented. 

2.  That  Runway  1-Right  be  lengthened  northward,  sufficiently  extended  to 
decrease  the  need  for  takeoffs  from  Runways  28  by  extremely  heavy 

departing  aircraft  during  the  day  or  night.    The  existing  situation,  in  which 
lighter  and  less  noisy  aircraft  take  off  from  Runways  1,  while  the  heavily 
loaded  and  noisier  aircraft  must  take  off  from  the  longer  Runways  28,  begs 
for  recognition  and  correction. 

3.  Long-haul  departures,  which  are  obliged  to  take  off  from  a  Runway  28 
because  of  wind  conditions,  should  depart  with  only  a  safe  fuel  load  to 

carry  them  to  an  intermediate  airport  where  they  could  refuel  and  depart 
with  a  fuel  load  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  their  desired  commercial 
non-stop  stage  length. 

This  would  minimize  the  noise  impingement  on  the  neighbors  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

We  suggest  that  Travis  Air  Force  Base  offers  all  the  necessary 
facilities  and  that  Solano  County  appears  to  stand  ready  to  seek  an  expan- 
sion of  its  existing  joint-use  contract  with  the  USAF  to  accommodate  such 
needs . 

The  added  cost  to  the  airline  for  the  fueling  stop  -  approximately  in  one- 
tenth  of  the  long-haul  departures  -  could  be  offset  by  the  benefits  derived 
from  probable  non-stop  flights  from  Travis  Air  Force  Base  to  the 
commercial  Far-East  destination,  as  compared  to  the  loss  in  efficiency 
and  an  increase  in  cost  of  flights  from  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  to  the  Far  East  with  an  intermediate  stop  at  Anchorage,  Alaska, 
whenever  tlie  San  Francisco  departure  must  curtail  its  fuel  load  because 
of  anticipated  s  econd- stage  -  climb  considerations  in  the  rising  San  Bruno  Gap. 

4.  The  Airports  Commission  should  seek  to  persuade  the  Japanese 
Airports  Authority  to  arrange  waivers  from  the  night  curfew  at  least 

at  the  newly  constructed  Narita  Airport,  so  that  air-cargo  departures  from 
San  Francisco  may  depart  shortly  before  10:00  p.m.  and  arrive  at  Narita 
by  3:00-4:00  a.m.    In  all  fairness,  why  should  night  time  aircraft  noise 
continue  to  be  disallowed  in  Japan  and  continue  to  be  dumped  on  South  San 
Francisco  or  any  other  city  in  Northern  San  Mateo  or  Alameda  Counties  ? 

_5.      The  area  south  of  the  Airport,  including  the  now  vacant  land  south  of 
Baysliore  Freeway,  Ro.ute  101,  between  Bayside  Manor  and  MiUbrae 
Avenue,  bo  planted  with  a  dense  growth  of  bushes  and  mature  trees,  ,is  a 
ii()jH(!  buffer.    Exiatinrt  evidence  and  experience  has  taught  tl\iit  the 
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reflection  and  propagation  of  sound  near  the  earth's  surface  is  accentuated  by 
the  existence  of  a  hard  and  relatively  bare  ground  surface,  but  that  appreciable 
attenuation  of  reflected  noise  is  afforded  by  a  soft  and  sculptured  ground  surface. 


We  respectfully  ask  that  the  above-stated  suggestions  be  included  in 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  that  the  Airports  Commission  take 
the  necessary  steps  for  their  consideration  and  implementation,  both  directly 
and  through  the  co-operation  of  the  airline  members  of  the  Sound  Abatement 
C  e  nt  e  r . 


In  conclusion,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  Draft  EIR  before  you  describes 
a  project  which  offers  the  highest  possible  quality  in  air  service  to  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  with  a  minimal  overall  impact  of  noise  and  air- pollution 
impact.    The  suggestions  proffered  by  us  recognize  needed  improvements  which 
we  believe  to  be  vital  to  the  well-being  of  the  neighbors  of  the  Airport.  We 
acknowledge,  unreservedly,  those  improvements  already  accomplished  through 
co-operation  in  apparent  good  faith;   we  also  acknowledge  the  feasibility  of  those 
improvements  which  are  set  forth  in  the  instant  Draft  EIR;   and  we  respectfully 
urge  the  Airports  Commission  and  this  Planning  Commission  to  seek  solutions 
with  all  possible  speed  to  the  additional  needs  identified  by  us. 

* 
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September  27,  1973 

Mr.  Walter  S.  Newman,  President 
City  Planning  Commission 

The  San  Francisco  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau  is  vitally  concerned  with 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport.    As  the  private,  non-profit  organi- 
zation officially  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  promoting  conventions 
and  visitors  to  our  City,  to  maintain  a  healthy  economic  climate  and  to 
generate  employment  and  tax  base  for  the  residents  of  San  Francisco,  we 
must  have  a  modern,  efficient,  well-managed  delivery  system  that  will 
keep  pace  with  the  ever-growing  aviation  industry  in  our  country. 

The  shift  in  San  Francisco  employment  from  industrial,  manufacturing, 
fabricating  and  distribution  to  one  of  service  and  visitor-oriented  business 
has  continued  and,  in  fact,  accelerated  over  the  past  several  years.  From 
an  environmental  standpoint  San  Francisco  is  in  an  enviable  position  since 
its  basic  economic  strength  of  jobs  and  economy  are  derived  from  the 
smokeless  industry  -  Tourism.    But  in  order  to  maintain  this  labor  force, 
provide  an  ever-increasing  number  of  jobs  for  minorities  and  semi-skilled 
residents,  maintain  in  a  viable  way  the  capital  investments  -  both  public 
and  private  -  keyed  to  this  visitor  industry,  the  San  Francisco  International 

I 

I  IK-S.  iliNKi  I  I.IWIN,.  I',cs..kni  V\  II  1. 1AM  1  M.OOW'lll.  i  V  s,  Ji„t  Elea.  I'Al'L  R.  HANOI. l-.R^',  s.uit.ir\  Wc.M.ur  K(  )hl  K  T  I"  l>U.in 
j 'rcsulr,,!    (  .,11V.  iiiu.fis,  ART  IM.HM.  Vui   I'n  sukni  k.  lun' ;         KSON  C.  BIJXTON,  Vi(c  I'rcsiJciic  -  Mcmherslup;  I  <  )l  1^  ^  M.\H>N.  I'.i  '  I  '  ' 

.vr,.\|-|.    KOiiCKT  I.  SI 'I  I  IVAN.  (..•iK-r.ii  Maiuwr;  |-|)W\KO  |    \l.\!:H.l..  C\.nvcnti..n   Dij.vr.i    (  HI  STIR    \    KlU-lMs  M.„k.ti.. 
'   ,  \  


-  2  - 


Airport  must  be  expanded  to  accommodate  the  needed  traffic  into  our  City, 
With  over  85%  of  all  convention  delegates  attending  meetings  in  San  Fran- 
cisco arriving  by  air,  and  approximately  60%  of  the  visitors  using  the 
Airport  as  their  point  of  entry,  it  is  essential  that  the  Airport  facilities 
be  expanded. 

These  percentages  translated  into  people  in  1972  amounted  to  511,  000 
convention  delegates  and  762,  000  visitors,  who  stayed  in  San  Francisco 
hotels  and  motels  at  least  one  night. 


The  visitor  industry  is  San  Francisco's  largest  economic  factor,  and  in  1972 
alone,  the  combined  impact  of  convention  delegates  and  visitors  in  our  City 
contributed  in  excess  of  $312  million  to  the  economy  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,   in  the  following  ways: 


Hotel  or  motel  rooms 

Hotel  or  motel  restaurants 

Other  restaurants 

Retail  stores 

Local  transportation 

Sights  eeing 

Entertainment 

Car  rental 

Other  items 

Total 


Percent  of  Total 
Visitor  Spending 

29.  1 

7.  5 
18.  3 
15.  3 

3.6 

2.  5 

9.8 

2.  8 
11.1 

100.  0 


Dollar  Amount  Spent 
 (in  millions ) 

91.  0 
23.  5 
57.  2 
47.  8 
11.3 

7.  8 
30.  6 

8.  8 
34.  7 

$312. 7 


Aside  from  the  stimulus  to  the  entire  economy  of  San  Francisco,  the 
carriers'  individual  investments  in  airline  personnel,   material  and  supplies 
create  a  major  source  of  economy  not  covered  in  the  foregoing  discussion. 
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To  support  San  Francisco's  leading  industry,  the  City  is  constructing  the 
Yerba  Buena  Complex,  which  includes  a  330,  000  sq.  ft.  exhibit  hall,  a 
meeting  room  complex,  and  an  18,  000-seat  arena.    Private  development  in 
the  City  has  geared  itself  to  these  expanded  facilities  by  increasing  the 
number  of  hotel  and  motel  rooms  by  an  amount  of  7,  000  by  1974.    And  almost 
all  visitor-oriented  businesses  within  the  community  have  programmed  their 
operations  on  an  expanded  convention  and  tourisra  market. 

If  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  does  not  expand  in  a  parallel  fashion 
to  accommodate  these  projections,  both  the  public  and  private  programs  will 
suffer  tremendously,  and  the  subsequent  loss  of  jobs  will  have  a  disastrous 
effect  upon  the  wellbeing  of  the  residents  of  the  City. 

It  is  essential  that  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  be  expanded  to  its 
ultimate  program  of  thirty  million  passengers  a  year,  to  keep  pace  with  the 
doubling  of  first-class  rooms  available  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  four-fold 
expansion  of  the  City's  public  facilities. 

We  are  vitally  concerned  with  all  phases  of  community  life,  including  the 
environment,  and  are  particularly  mindful  of  the  disastrous  effects  of  air 
and  water  pollution.    It  is  indeed  fortunate  that  San  Francisco's  economy  is 
based  not  on  manufacturing  or  fabricating,  but  rests  primarily  with  the 
attraction  and  accommodation  of  visitors  -  as  people  are  not  a  major 
contributor  to  either  air,  noise  or  water  pollution.    Tourism  is  generally 
referred  to  as  the  smokeless  industry  -  the  industry  without  smokestacks. 
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And  if  the  extent  of  the  pollution  of  our  area  to  naaintain  a  healthy  economic 
life  for  its  citizens  is  the  noise  and  air  pollution  caused  at  the  laternational 
Airport,  our  ability  to  cope  with  this  problem  is  well  within  our  grasp. 

It  is  certainly  the  proven  record  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission 
and  its  management,  as  well  as  the  stated  purpose  of  the  airlines  serving 
our  City,  that  all  possible  is  being  done  through  technological  research  to 
lower  these  adverse  effects.    The  747  is  quieter  than  the  707.    The  DC- 10 
is  quieter  than  the  747.    The  new  jet  engines  emit  much  less  exhaust  than 
earlier  versions  and  engineers  and  scientists  are  constantly  striving  to 
improve  both  of  these  problems.    In  addition,  the  Airport  Noise  Abatement 
Committee  has  successfully  worked  with  the  airlines  in  substantially 
reducing  the  undesirable  flight  patterns  over  heavily  populated  regions  of 
the  Bay  Area,  so  that  almost  all  operations,  under  normal  weather  conditions, 
now  take  place  over  water.    Continued  efforts  to  improve  these  kinds  of 
controls  are  underway. 

With  the  continued  cooperation  of  the  airline  industry,  the  Airport  Commission 
and  its  nnanagement,  the  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau  is  most  confident 
that  the  expansion  of  the  facilities  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  to  its 
maximum  potential  will  allow  the  visitor  industry  to  grow,  assuring  that 
San  Francisco's  number-one  industry,  tourism,  will  be  an  ever  -  expanding 
and  prosperous  source  of  employment. 
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We  have  great  confidence  that  the  outstanding  record  of  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  will  be  continued  and,  in  fact,  accelerated,  to  assure  that  future 
operations  will  cause  even  less  pollution  of  the  atmosphere  and  environment. 
With  the  advent  of  Rapid  Transit  from  this  Airport  to  the  central  city,  we 
will  have  established  a  most  unique  and  pleasant  environment,  not  only  for 
our  visitor  and  convention  delegates,  but  for  ourselves  as  residents. 

Because  of  these  factors,  and  the  dominant  dependence  of  our  labor  force 
on  a  vibrant  visitor  economy,  we  urge  you  to  continue  the  expansion  of 
the  San  Francisco  facility  in  a  planned  and  orderly  manner. 


.General  Manager 


ON  EL  CAMINO  REAL 

SAN  BRUNO.  CALIFORNIA 


jkNNiNG  COMMISSION  September  27  ,   197  3 

Planning  Commission 
City  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  California 
Gentlemen: 

The  San  Bruno  City   Council  wishes  to  express   its   concern  over 
the  following  aspects  of  the  Environmental  Impact   Report  for 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion: 

1.  Due  to  airport  expansion  there  will  be  an  increase 
in  the  transportation  problem   on  the  San  Bruno 
streets  and  greater  traffic  congestion  in  the  area 
(specifically  on  Bayshore   Freeway  which  backs  up 
onto  San  Bruno  Avenue  and  Millbrae  Avenue). 

2.  The  report  failed  to  evaluate  the   impact  of  the 
expansion  if  a  rapid  transit  system  is  not 
constructed  to  carry  persons  to  the  airport, 

3.  The  total  increase  of  over  30,000  new  jobs  will 
be  created  by  1985  in  San  Mateo  County.  A 
significant   spin-off  of  this  employment  will  be 
adversely  felt  in  San  Bruno,  both  in  demand  for 
housing  and  commercial  enterprises  and  other 
city  services, 

4.  The   increased  congestion,  noise  and  air  pollution 
due  to  the  increased  traffic  going  to  and  from  the 
airport  will  be  tremendous  burden  for  the  City 

of  San  Bruno  and  other  nearby  cities. 

This  city  believes  that   insufficient  investigation  was  made 
concerning  the   diversion  of  automobiles   from  Bayshore  Freeway 
onto  parallel  through  streets,      San  Bruno  residents   fear  that 
the   increased   traffic  onto  San  Bruno  Avenue   and   El  Camino  Real 
will  cause  a  further  diversion  from  the  arterial  highways  onto 
local  residential  streets.     If  such  rerouting  occurs,  deterior- 
ation of  the   quality  of  the   residential  environment   will  result. 

It   is  requested  that  mitigating  measures   be   found  to  offset 
these   adverse   impacts  prior  to  accepting  the  Airport  Expansion's 
Environmental   Impact  Report. 
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J^MBERS  OF  THE  PLANNING  COMMISSION  AND  OTHER  CONCERI^D  PERSONS: 

MY  ASSOCIATION,  CONSOLIDATED  FLO\^^E^.  SHIPMENTS  , INC  ., -BAY  AREA,  IN 
WHOSE  BEHALF  I  SPEAK,  IS  A  FLOWER  SHIPPING  ASSOCIATION  CONSISTING 
OF  SOME  104  MEMBERS. 

THIS  MEMBERSHIP  RELIES  COMPLETELY  ON  THE  FACILITY  OF  THE  AIRPORT 
AND  DEFINITELY  NEEDS  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  PROGRAM. 

1.  I  CAN  ELABORATE  IN  SAYING  THAT  OUR  GROUP  ALONE  SHIPS  OVER 
26  MILLION  LBS.  OF  FLOWER  EACH  YEAR  THROUGH  THE  AIRPORT. 

2.  THE  GEOGRAPHY  COVERED  BY  OUR  GROUP  RANGES  FROM  THE  ENTIRE 
BAY  AREA  mm  TO  WATSON^VILLE  AND  SAI.INAS . 

3.  OTHER  ROUTES  TO  AIRPORT  WILL  BE  UTILIZED.  INCLUDING,  THE 
LONG  HAULS  OF  FLOWERS  FROM  THE  SALINAS -WATSONVILLE- SAN  JOSE 
AREAS  THAT  WILL  BE  ROUTED  TO  THE  AIRPORT  VIA  HIGHWAY  280, 

THUS  ELIMINATING  ADDITIONAL  CONGESTION  ON  BAYSHORE  HIGHWAY  101. 
IT  SHOULD  BE  NOTED  TOO,  THAT  llANY  OF  OUR  MEMBERS'  SHIPMENTS 
ARE  CONSOLIDATED  INTO  TRUCK  LOADS  AT  PICK  UP  POINTS  SO  AS  TO 
REDUCE  THE  NUMBER  OF  TRUCKS  NEEDED  TO  HAUL  THEIR  SHIPMENTS. 

4.  AGAIN,  WE  HAVE  104  MEMBERS  IN  OUR  GROUP  PLUS  SOME  OTHERS  IN 
OUR  INDUSTRY  TO  WHOM  THE  VALUE  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT 
IS  OF  EXTREME  IMPORTANCE  IN  TRANSPORTING  THE  GREAT  AMOUNT  OF 
FLOWERS  FROM  THE  AREAS  I  PREVIOUSLY  MENTIONED. 

5.  I  MUST  ASK,  IN  BEHALF  01  THE  !>[EMBERS  OF  MY  ASSOCIATION  THAT 
THE  LONG  RANGE  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  NOT  BE  JEPARDIZED 
BY  ANY  CRITICAI.  INTERESTS,  THAT  DO  NOT  RELATE  TO  THE 
CONSIDERABLE  COMMERCE  CREATED  IN  THE  BAY  AREA  AND  MOVED 
THROUGH  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  FACILITIES. 


TV- 


M   CONCERNED   ABOUT   THE   EXPANSION   OF  THE    AIRPORT    BECAUSE   OF  THE    INCREASE    IN   NOISE  POLLUTION, 

tOUGH  THE   DRAFT    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT   BEPORT    KEEPS    SAYING   THAT    THERE   WILL   BE   LESS  NOISE 
USE  THE   NEW    PLANES   WILL   BE   QUIETER,    WHEN   THE    FACTS    ARE    EXAMINED   THE    CONCLUSIONS  REACHED 
THAT   THERE   WILL   BE   MUCH   MORE   NOISE,    THE   NEW  AIRPLANES   WILL   BE   QUIETER   THAU    WH I CH  AIRPLANES? 
CE   THE   TOTAL   NUMBER  OF   LANDINGS   AND   TAKE-OFFS   WILL   BE  THE    SAME    IN    19^5   AS   NOW,    IN   ORDER  TO 
=IY  TWICE    AS   MANY    PASSHNGERS,    ALL   THE    SMALLERQO  I  ET  ER    PROPELLER-DRIVEN    PLANES   WILL   BE  ELIM- 
FED   FROM  THE    AIRPORT    AND   THERE   WILL   BE   ONLY   THE    MUCH   LARGER    AND    MUCH   NOISIER    JETS.  COMMUNITY 
SE   EXPOSURE    LEVEL   CONTOURS,    AS   THEY   WERE   EXPLAfONED   TO   ME   BY    AN    ACOUSTICAL   ENGINEER,  ARE 
to  ON   OBJECTIVE   NOISE   AS   MEASURED   BY   A   SOUND   LEVEL   METER   AND   THEN   WEIGHTED   BY  CITIZEN 
PLAINTS,    THE   MORE   COMPLAINTS,    THE   NOISIER   THE   NOISE    IS    CONSIDERED,    IF  THIS    IS   TRUE,    I    DO  NOT 
iRSTAND   HOW   ANY   NOISE    CONTOURS    COULD   BE   DRAWN    FOR    19^5.    WHO    CAN    PREDICT   THE  CITIZENS* 
PLAINTS   THEN?    SOUND   TRAVELS   LONG   DISTANCES   AND   GROWS.    WATER    IS    A    HIGHLY   REFLECTIVE  SURFACE, 
JOR   SWI MMI NGPOOLS   ARE    EXTREMELY   NOISY.    THE    SUDDEN    BURST   OF   NOISE    WHEN   ONE    ENTERS   THE  BAY 
aOE   TUNNEL    GIVES    A    BOOD    IDEA   OF   HOW   SOUND    BOUNCES    AND    INCREASES.    A    BAY    ENCLOSED  BY 
gTAINS,    WITH   HIGH   BUILDINGS    AROUND    ITS    EDGE,    AND    HEAVILY    POPULATED,    IS,  ACOUSTICALLY, 
WORST    POSSIBLE    PLACE    FOR    ANY   AIRPORT,  !      fi.;  .   ;  j  V/' 


r  I  WISH  TO  QUESTION  THE  ESTIMATE  OF  2,^  MILLION  PASSENGERS  BY  ^9S3*  NOWHERE  IN  ANY  OF  THE 
FT    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REPORTS    DID    I    FIND   ANY    CRITERIA    FOR   THIS    PREDICTION,    WHO    MADE  IT? 

ACCURATE   HAVE   THEIR    PREDICTIONS    BEEN    IN   THE    PAST?    WAS   THIS    GROWTH    PREDICTION    MADE  WITH 

FULL   KNOWLEDGE  OF  OUR    GRAVE    ENERGY    FUEL   CRISIS    AND   OF  OUR   VERY   SEVERE    AIR    POLLUTION  PROBLEMS 
PARTS   OF  THE    COUNTY?    PARTICULARLY    IN    CALIFORNIA,    THE    BAY    AREA   HAS   ONE   OF   THE   WORST  POLLUTION 
BLEMS    IN   THE   NATION,    THE   STATE    LEGISLATURE   HAS    JUST    PASSED   AB565  WHICH   AUTHORIZES  THE  STATE 

RESOURCES    BOARD  TO    ASCERTAIN   THE    RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN   THE    ATMO^^ERIC   CONDITIONS    AND  AIR 
LUTION    IN   THE    SOUTH    COAST    AIR   BASIN,    THE   MITRE   CORPORATION   OF    VIRGINIA   HAS   A   STUDY    IN  PROGRESS 
CH   MAY    PROVIDE   DATA  ON    THE    SUBJECT   OF    POLLUTANTS    ABOVE   35^0    FEET,    THE   ONLY   AIR  POLLUTION 
CH  THE   REPORT    CONSIDERED    IS   THAT    BELOW  35^0   FEET,    AS   BAD   AS   THIS    POLLUTION    IS,    AT  LEAST 
f    IT   RAINS,     IT    IS   ALL   WASHED   DOWN    AND   WE   CAN    START   OVER    FRESH    AGAIN,    ALL   THE   SMOG   AND  UNSEEN 
tS   ABOVE   THE    RAIN    LEVEL   ARE  THERE    FOREVER,    THIS    PROCESS    IS    I R R E VERS AB LE ,    EVERY    JET    IN  THE 

THIS   MINUTE    IS    ADDING   MORE  TO    IT,    IT    WILL   NOT    DISPERSE   OR    ALL   OF  OUR   AIR   WOULD   HAVE  DISPERSED 
Q  AGO   AND   WE    WOULD    BE    WITHOUT    AN    ATMOSPHERE    LIKE   THE   M^ON  ,    THIS    EVER- I  NCREAS  I NG  ADDITION 
PARTICLES   TO    THE  UPPER    ATMOSPHERE   MAY   BE    AFFECTING  OUR    WEATHER    BECAUSE   THAT    IS   WHERt    IT  IS 
E,   THE   COLD   FRONTS   MAY   BE   SLOWING    DOWN    AS   THEY    PUSH   THROUGH    ALL  THIS    SMOG    AND   SO    IT  RAINS 

LONG    IN   ONE    PLACE.    SECTION   THREE,    PAGE   10  OF  THE    AUGUST    1973   ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT  REPORT 

s:  I  quote:"high  altitude  aircraft  emissions  is  a  subject  of  national  and  international 

CERN."    AND  THEN    IT    GOES  ON   TO    SAY:    QU0TES:"thIS    FORM  OF    POLLUTION   WOULD   NOT    BE  AFFECTED 
THE   NUMBER   9F   AIRCRAFT    MNXKM   ENTERING  OR    LEAVING    SAN    FRANCISCO    INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  BUT 
HER  BY   THE   NUMBER  OF   AIRCRAFT    WHICH    ENTER   THE   REGION   OR    OVERFLY   THE   AREA,"    THIS    IS  NOT 
ICAL   AND  THIS    IS   NOT   TRUE,    THE   AIR    POLLUTION    ABOVE    35^0   FEET    IS    DIRECTLY    AFFECTED    BY  ALL 
CRAFT    EXCEPT    HELICOPTERS   AND    LIGHT    PLANES    ENTERING   AND    LEAVING    SAN    FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL 
PORT   AND   ALSO    BY   ALL  OTHER    PLANES    ENTERING   AH   THE    REGION   OR    FLYING   OVER  IT, 

HOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  TALK  ABOUT  MUN  l/c  I  PftL  BONDS,  SECTION  103  OF  THE  INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE 
8  THAT  THE  INTEREST  ON  MUNICIPAL  BONDS  ARE  FREE  OF  FEDERAL  TAX,  WHAT  THIS  MEANS  IS  THAT 
RE    IS   A   QRBAT    DEMAND    FOR   THESE   BONDS    BY   RICH    INDIVlDuaLS   AND    CORPORATIONS   WHO    DO    NOT    WANT  TO 

ANY   FEDERAL  TAX,    THEY    KEEP   GETTING   RICHER    BECAUSE   THEY    PAY   NO    FEDERAL   TAX    AND  THE  RICHER 
Y   GET,    THE   MORE   MUNICIPAL   BONDS   THAY   WANT   TO    BUY   AND  THE    MORE   THE    CITIES    ARE    PRESSURED  INTO 
HINQ   MUNICIPAL   BOND    ISSUES   AND   THE   MORE    INCOME   TAX   THE   REST   OF   US   HAVE   TO    PAY    AND   THE  MORE 
PERTY  TAX   THE    CITY    PROPERTY   OWNERS   HAVE   TO    PAY,    THIS    FEDERAL   TAX    LOOPHOLE    IS    PROBABLY  MORE 
PONSIBLE   THAN    ANY  OTHER    SINGLE   FACTOR    FOR   THE   UNFAIR    TAX    BURDEN    PUT   ON   THE    CITY  PROPERTY 
ER  .    THIS   OEMABD    FOR   MUNICIPAL   BONDS    IS    GOING  TO    BANKRUPT    THE    CITIES    SOON,    I    URGE    YOU  AS 
MISSI0NER6   TO    EXAMINE  THIS    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REPORT    FOR    ITS    I N CO NS I  ST AN C I E S    AND  ILLOGICAL 
jpLUSIONS   AND    EVEN   TO    EXAMINE   THE   WHOLE    CONCEPT   OF   THE    CITY    PROPERTY   OWNERS*  RESPONSIBILITY 
BUILD   TERMINALS    AND    CARGO    FACILITIES    F PR    THE    AIRLINES,    WE    DO    NOT    BUILD    TERMINALS    AND  CARGO 
ILITIES   Kitn    FOR   THE   TRUCKING    COMPANIES   OR   THE    BUS    COMPANIES   OR    THE    RAILROADS,    WHY  CANNOT 

AIRLINES    PAY    FOR    THEIR    OWN    FACILITIES    IF   THEY    ARE    REALLY    NEtTDED    IN    THE    FUTURE?    THANK  YOU, 


September  27,  1973 


Environmental  Impact 
Planning  Corporation 


319  Eleventh  Street 


STATEMENT  BY  MR.   HANS  FEIBUSCH  TO  THE  CITY 
PLANNING  COMMISSION  ON  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
AIRPORT  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


San  Francisco 
California  94103 
(415) 626-9034 


Hans  Feibusch.  President 


I  will  direct  my  comments  today  on  what  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  should  be.     It  should  be  unbiased  and  objective;  this 
document  is  not. 

1.  For  example,  two  pages  are  used  to  summarize  the  bene- 
ficial impacts,  1/3  of  a  page  to  summarize  adverse  impacts. 
(See  pages  III  1-4.)     This  is  typical  of  the  nature  of  this 
report. 

2.  This  report  did  no  further  analysis  of  the  Bechtel- 
Airport  EIR  that  was  prepared  by  beneficiaries  of  Airport 
expansion. 

3.  Environmental  Impact  laws  are  full  disclosure  reporting 
laws.     They  should  make  available  all  information  to  the  deci- 
sion makers.     Negative  comments  to  the  Bechtel  report  were  not 
included  in  this  document.     These  negative  comments  should  have 
been  known  to  people  working  on  the  project  and  the  public,  and 
they  should  have  been  dealt  with.     For  example,  a  letter  from  the 
Air  Resources  Board  that  indicates  the  airport  will  approximately 
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double  its  contribution  to  Bay  Area  air  pollution  was  not 
included. 

4.     The  EIR  avoids  a  real  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts 
of  the  project.     The  report  fails  to  alert  the  decision  maker 
of  the  actual  air  pollution  situation,  rather,  it  simply  mis- 
leads the  reader  by  showing  a  net  deduction  in  air  pollution 
that  is  a  result  of  congressional  action.     In  fact,  the  airport 
may  have  a  much  greater  effect  on  air  quality  in  San  Mateo 
County  in  the  future  than  it  does  now.     An  analysis  is  needed. 

While  I  have  not  had  time  to  do  a  thorough  analysis  of  this 
report,  let  me  illustrate  a  few  examples  of  its  bias  and 
inadequacy. 

1.  On  page  1-1  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  it  is  indicated 
that  once  31  million  passengers  are  reached  at  San  Francisco 
Airport,  additional  travelers  must  be  accommodated  through 
other  airports  or  by  other  means  of  transportation.     This  may 
be  viewed  as  an  arbitrary  decision.     Why  not  shift  air  traffic 
to  Oakland  International  Airport  which  has  a  capacity  of  8-10 
million  more  passengers  without  capital  investment  now  rather 
than  after  we  spend  $400  million  to  expand  San  Francisco 
International. 

2.  On  page  II-3  the  statement  is  made  that  the  rail  lines 
of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  for  the  most  part  isolate  the 
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airport  from  the  surrounding  suburban  areas.     They  may  isolate 
the  airport  from  someone  approaching  on  foot,  but  air  pollu- 
tion and  noise  can  easily  cross  rail  lines   (I  am  told  by  my 
highly  proficient  technical  staff) , 

3.  On  page  III-22,  reference  is  made  to  a  Division  of 
Highways  analysis  that  points  out  that  there  is  sufficient 
highway  capacity  throughout  the  day  to  service  the  airport  if 
people  are  willing  to  schedule  their  trips  at  times  other 
than  peak  hour.     This  also  holds  true  for  airport  facilities. 
An  article  in  The  Wall  Street  Journal  of  Tuesday,  September 
18,  1973,  gives  the  result  of .  a  RAND    Institute  Study  pointing 
out  that  most  airport  expansion  plans  increase  congestion. 

It  adds  that  a  simple  solution  to  airport  congestion  problems 
would  be  adjustable  landing  fees  to  discourage  peak  hour 
activity  that  is  not  absolutely  essential. 

This  very  real  alternative  was  never  dealt  with.  This 
is  an  alternative  given  by  RAND  Institute,  not  "anti  growth 
environmentalists . " 

4.  On  page  III-24,  five  actions  are  given  that  would 
mitigate  automobile  congestion  near  the  airport.     These  con- 
siderations were  not  given  a  real  analysis  in  the  required  com- 
plete analysis  of  alternatives.     Rather  than  continued  encourage- 
ment of  driving  to  the  airport  by  a  doubling  of  the  main 
garage,  greatly  increased  alternative  modes  of  transportation 
could  be  encouraged. 
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Recently  proposed  Environmental  Protection  Agency  complex 
source  guidelines  could  greatly  affect  the  airport's  garage 
expansion  plan.     Possible  carbon  monoxide  violations  of  the 
garages  are  not  discussed,  nor  the  vehicle  miles  travelled 
effect  of  alternative  airport  expansion  proposals. 

I  believe  the  RASS  study  indicated  that  Oakland  Airport 
is  more  convenient  to  more  Bay  Area  population  than  is  San 
Francisco.     Is  the  choice  of  the  airlines  not  to  shift  to 
Oakland  more  important  than  considerations  of  air  pollution 
in  the  Bay  Area.     Oakland  airport  is  more  convenient  and 
could  much  more  easily  be  connected  to  the  BART  system. 

5.  Alternatives 

Many  alternatives  are  not  considered. 

(1)  Fewer  passengers.     ATA  (airlines)   forecast  59  million 
passengers  in  the  Bay  Area,  not  72  million,  the  basis  of  this 
study.     Airlines  may  only  order  equipment  for  59  million. 

(2)  Higher  load  factors.     Airline  load  factors  have  varied 
between  48-58%  in  recent  years.     Why  can't  these  be  improved? 
Currently  there  is  an  average  of  41  passengers  per  flight, 

100  are  projected:     31,000,000  passengers/310,000  operations. 
The  big  jets  carry  250-400  persons;  very  low  utilization  is 
forecast. 

(3)  Rescheduling  Flights.     Air  travel  peaks  like  other 
forms  of  transportation.     Reduction  of  night  flights  for  noise 
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reasons  or  spreading  out  arrivals  and  departure  times  of  con- 
tinental and  trans-continental  flights  would  decrease  impacts. 

(4)  Utilization  of  Alameda  Naval  Air  Station  as  a 
Southern  California  corridor  jet  or  STOL  port.     This  is  the 
highest  proportion  of  flights,  and  greatest  reduction  in  time 
would  be  possible  using  this  field  for  commuter  flights; 
great  potential  access  to  downtown  San  Francisco  and  Oakland. 

(5)  Immediate  expansion  of  Oakland  International  Airport. 
Oakland  airport  usage  can  be  raised  to  9-12  million  passengers 
without  substantial  capital  investment.     Why  not  constrain 
SFIA  and  encourage  Oakland  growth,  as  it  has  better  regional 
accessibility   (RASS  study)  and  a  BART  link  could  be  added  for 
a  fraction  of  the  cost  of  building  BART  to  SFIA.     This  would 
also  allow  us  more  time  to  determine  if  real  growth  achieves 
the  projected  rate  without  embarking  on  an  extensive  capital 
investment  program. 

(6)  Much  greater  utilization  of  public  transit.  BART 
serves  a  very  limited  corridor.     Expanded  bus  service  should 
link  the  airport  to  Marin  County,  the  Peninsula,  and  South 
Bay  cities.     Los  Angeles  Airport  has  better  developed  bus 
service  throughout  the  metropolitan  area. 

5 .     Growth  Inducing  Impacts 
This  section  is  totally  inadequate.     Apart  from  downtown  San 
Francisco,  the  airport  is  probably  the  greatest  regional  growth 
node .  • 


statement  by  Hans  Feibusch 
-6- 

What  are  the  land  use  implications  of  25,000  new  employees? 
This  does  not  cover  secondary  impacts.     What  are  the  commute 
implications?    Table  I-l  gives  fiscal  benefits  of  added 
population;  what  is  their  consumption  of  governmental  services? 
Increased  costs?     Isn't  the  necessity  for  BART  a  growth 
inducing  impact? 

Note  that  the  population  increase  is  likely  not  to  be  propor- 
tionally distributed  over  the  county   (p.  lx-5) .     The  report 
should  analyze  what  communities  would  receive  the  greatest  brunt 
of  the  airport  induced  population  growth  so  as  to  give  the 
decision  maker  a  chance  to  look  at  what  might  be  the  effects  on 
those  specific  communities. 

Conclusion 

The  above  comments  illustrate  some  of  the  problems  we  feel  are 
inadequately  covered  in  the  environmental  impact  report  for  the 
airport  expansion  program.     They  are  not  complete,  but  meant  to 
illustrate  some  of  the  problems  that  have  not  been  dealt  with. 


■  # 
I  WI 


Tho  Resources  Agency 


Honorable  William  R.  Gianelli 
Director 

Department  of  Water  Resources 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Dote   «   March  2,  1973 


Subject:    San  Francisco 
International  Airport 


Attention:    Mr.  Ken  Fellows 


Expansion  Program 
San  Mateo  County 
SCH.  No.  73021943 


t   Air  Resources  Board 


The  environmental  impact  report  '.{page  2-39)   indicates  that 
some  slight  improvement  in  emissions  may  be  expected  at  the 
450,000  annual  operations  level  and. that  this  would  improve 
further  at  the  expected  370,000  annual  operations  level. 
If  the  decreased  nvmrbers  of  operations  are  composed  of 
larger  size  aircraft  then  the  implied  reduction  in  emissions 
may  not  be  true. 

A  significant  conclusion  is  missing  from  the  EIR.     At  the 
level  of  emissions  in  Table  2-10,  2-11,  and  2-12  the  airport 
complex  will  be  responsible  for  an  approximate  doubling  of 
its  percentage  contribution  to  the  Bay  Area  pollutants  in 
1985  as  compared  to  its  percentage  contribution  in  1970. 

Particulates  and  SO2  have  synergistic  health  degrading  effects. 
Consideration  should  be  given  to  developing  systems  for 
monitoring  these  factors  at  receptor  sites  where  high  readings 
are  attributed  to  airport  operations.     It  is  recommended  that 
a  system  be  established  for  the  curtailment  of  airport 
operations  in  event  of  a  health  endangering  episode  at  these 
sites. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  decision  makers  require  that  the 
airport  users  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  such  a  system 
as  a  condition  for  approval  of  the  current  project  request. 


wniiam  C.  Lockett,  Chief 
Evaluation  and  Planning 
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Airport  Subsidies  Cause  Congestion 


By  Ross  D.  ECKERT 

What's  the  solution  to  the  growing  problem 
of  airport  congestion  at  our  major  cities? 

Congress  thought  it  had  the  answer  in  1970 
when  it  created  the  Airport  Development  Aid 
Program  (ADAP),  setting  up  a  trust  fund  for 
a  10-year  $2.8  billion  program  of  capital  in- 
vestments. This  year,  Congress  passed  addi- 
tional legislation,  increasing  the  ADAP  an- 
nual funding  level  from  $280  million  to  $310 
million. 

Unfortunately,  most  of  the  subsidies  will 
have  little  positive  impact  on  congestion,  and 
over  the  long  run  may  worsen  it.  The  problem 
ia  not  that  there  are  too  few  airports,  for 
most  cities  have  plenty.  Instead,  it  is  the  inef- 
ficient use  of  existing  facilities. 

Much  of  the  congestion  at  key  airports  has 
a  simple  and  baisic  cause :  The  landing  and 
takeoff  fees  charged  to  airlines  and  private' 
planes  (general  aviation)  are  based  on  air- 
craft weight  rather  than  the  time  of  flight. 
The  fees  are  too  low  during  peak  demand 
times.  Thus  users  of  noncommercial  aircraft;, 
travelers  and  airlines  are  given  no  price  In- 
centives to  shift  to  oiff-peak  hours.  The  obvious 
result  is  excessive  'delay  at  the  most  popular' 
travel  times. 

Airline  competition  on  popular  routes  often 
takes  the  form  of  scheduling  extra  flights  at 
peak  hours,  owing  to  the  fixed  and  noncom- 
petitive structure  of  fares.  Airlines  have  In- 
centives to  add  flights  until  the  revenue 
earned  on  the  last  flight  Just  covers  costs,  but 
each  additional  flight  carries  fewer  passen- 
gers. Although  consumers  gain  by  having 
more  flights  and  thus  greater  certainty  of  ob- 
taining a  seat  at  preferred  departure  times, 
the  same  number  of  people  could  be  carried 
on  fewer  flights.  Such  competition  is  viable 
bftcflusff  lanHlpg-  nnfl  tiUnnff  ifrr  I  jii  jMir fip 

ig  peak  hours.  Seat  occupancyvaT 
fersely  with  the  fees  charged;  higher  fees^ 
rould  make  half  empty  flights  less  profitable 
times. 

aral  aviation  users  ■p&vJssiSiag-fS^s 
that  are  u.bualiy  uiidci'  $10,  fiuil  caii  use  60%  of 
the  nation's  airports  free  of  charge.  More- 
over, they  are  rarely  given  price  incentives  to 
use  more  distant  and  less-convenient  subur- 
ban airports  designed  exclusively  for  their 
use  instead  of  jetports  where  they  can  impose 
huge'  waiting  costs  on  commercial  flights. 
FAA  air  trsiffic  controllers  usually  allow  all 
planes  to  land  and  take  off  on  a  first-come, 
first-served  basis.  In  the  arrival  queue 
smaller  planes  often  cause  the  rate  of  land- 
ings to  decelerate  owing  to  their  slower  ap- 
proach speeds.  This  tends  to  lengthen 
ground  queues  as  well,  since  controllers  usu- 
ally give  preference  to  arrivals  over  depar- 
tures. Thus,  a  small  plane  with  as  few  as  two 
or  three'  passengers  could  force  a  jumbo  jet 
with  two  hundred  passengers  to  "go  around" 
an  extra  time. 

Fingering  the  Culprit 

Airlines  and  air  passengers  lose  time  and 
money  by  the  time  they  spend  in  a  stack,  and 
safety  is  reduced.  The  culprit  Is  the  uneco- 
nomic .system  of  pricing  which  distorts  de- 
mands at  peak  times.  Two  Rand  Corporation 
economists,  Alan  Carlin  and  R.  E.  Park,  es- 
timated that  the  costs  of  air  congestion  for 
the  three  New  York-area  airports  alone  dur- 
ing 1967-68  amounted  to  $48.7  million.  The 
congestion  cost  for  the  whole  nation  would  be 
many  times  larger. 

The  tradeoff  between  Imposing  minimum 
landing  charges  at  peak  hours  and  avoiding 
or  postnon<ng  additions  to  airport  capacity 
must  be  omphaslzed.  If  say.  lOu  operaiicr.3 
were  distributed  over  a  twelve-hour  period, 
rather  than  a  six-hour  period,  a  smaller  air- 
port would  bo  adequate.   Peaked  landing 


charges  permit  a  given  amount  of  traffic  to 
be  accommodated  by  an  airport  of  smaller 
size.  A  1970  study  of  runway  capacity  at  New 
York's  John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport 
by  a  joint  committee  of  the  National  Acade- 
mies of  Sciences  and  Engineering  recom- 
mended that  the  minimum  peak-hour  fee  be 
Increased  to  $100  for  all  flights— an  amount 
larger  than  was  then  paid  by  most  carrier 
flights  and  four  times  the  maximum  fee  paid 
by  general  aviation.  This  was  expected  to 
shift  most  general  aviation  iise  at  these 
hours  to  other  times  or  other  airports  and  to 
curtail  scheduling  competition  by  carriers. 
When  combined  with  the  further  expected  re- 
ductions In  flights  brought  about  by  the  jumbo 
jets,  the  decrease  in  peak-hour  movements 
would  be  roughly  equal  to  the  entire  projected 
growth  in  traffic  at  Kennedy  by  1980— the 
same  growth  that  new  runway  Investments 
were  thought  necessary  to  accommodate. 
This  conclusion  underscores  the  possibilities 
of  making  use  of  existing  facilities  before  em- 
barking on  elaborate  plans  for  Increasing  ca- 
pacity. 

The  creation  of  ADAP  in  1970  by  Congress 
Initiated  new  user  charges  (mainly  an  8%  tax 
on  domestic  airline  tickets  and  a  gallonage. 
tax  on  fuel  used  for  noncommercial  pur- 
poses). These  funds  were  put  in  a  trust  fund 
from  which  grants  for  new  airfields  were  to 
.  be  drawn  on  a  50-50  matching  basis  virith  local 
authorities.  Grants  could  not  be  used  to  build 
terminals,  parking  or  other  concessions. 

More  than  $700  million  had  been  spent  by 
June  30,  1973,  but  it  has  reduced  congestion 
very  little,  for  three  reasons.  First,  the  1970 
law  forces  some  money  to  be  spent  in  each  of 
the  60  states,  most  of  which  will  never  have 
congested  airports.  Second,  spending  is 
geared  to  favor  the  airports  that  are  already 
large  instead  of  on  the  "reliever"  airports  lo- 
cated near  the  large  hub  facilities  that  could 
\draw  traffic  away  from  them.  Third,  the  law 
'included  a  requirement  that  new  construction 
should  Involve  minimal  damage  to  the  envi- 
ronment. This  has  delayed  the  construction  of 
some  runways  by  two  years  and  thwarted  oth- 
ers entirely.  Only  about  8%  of  the  money  in 
the  program  has  been  spent  on  building  com- 
pletely new  runways.  And  not  a  single  new 
Jetport  has  been  started  under  the  program, 
although  that  was  one  of  the  main  talking 
points  for  ADAP. 

The  FAA  has  spent  most  of  th«!,  funds  on 
projects  having  marginal  (if  any)  effect  on 
congestion.  Most  grants  are  rushed  through 
during  the  last  quarter  of  each  fiscal  year; 
for  example,  only  $54  million  of  the  $280  mil- 
lion available  had  been  allocated  during  the 
first  9  months  of  fiscal  1973. 

In  spite  of  these  failures,  ADAP  has  re- 
cently been  expanded  $30  million  a  year 
rather  than  cut  back.  This  legislation,  S.38, 
has  several  provisions. 

It  Increased  the  federal  share  from  60%  to 
76%  for  small  and  medium-sized  airports. 
This  was  justified  on  the  ground  that  many 
airport  Investments  have  been  postponed  be- 
cause both  airlines  and  local  authorities  could 
not  afford  to  match  the  federal  share  on  a  60- 
60  basis.  However,  such  postponements  may 
Indicate  instead  that  the  direct  beneficiaries 
of  these  projects  placed  a  low  priority  on  air- 
I)ort  investments  in  comparison  to  other  uses 
of  their  funds. 

S.38  was  improved,  however,  by  two  im- 
portant deletions.  First,  the  annual  funding  of 
$310  million  was  $40  million  less  than  a  simi- 
lar bill  that  President  Nixon  vetoed  (largely 
loi  eLu,iv/i.i>  ACk.^cT,:)  v'^ar.  ?ri  JiT^  "bil- 
lion less  than  this  year's  Senate  version  of 
S.38.  Because  most  aviation  groups  deem  $310 
million  insufficient,  attempts  will  probably  be 


made  in  coming  years  to  raise  annual  fund- 
ing. 

Second,  the  legislation  did  not  extend  fed- 
eral support  to  the  construction  of  airport  ter- 
minals, which  most  segments  of  the  aviation 
Industry  had  strongly  favored  and  which  S.38 
had  originally  contedned.  The  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives has  traditionally  opposed  federal 
assistance-  for  terminals,  and  it  was  deleted  In 
the  final  compromise.  Terminals  are  lucra- 
tive Investments  owing  to  income  from  such 
concessions  as  restaurants  and  car  rentals 
(this  Income,  In  turn,  Is  used  to  subsidize  air- 
field use).  Terminals  are  well  suited  for  fi- 
nancing by  airlines  and  local  governments 
and  merit  no  federal  subsidy.  In  addition,  ter- 
minal projects  would  be  almost  endless  in 
number,  would  vary  greatly  In  cost,  and 
would  be  subject  to  more  "gold-plating"  than 
runways— all  of  which  would  Increase  pres- 
sures to  expand  ADAP  even  further. 

Using  'Carrots'  and  'Sticks' 

The  most  attractive  solution  to  our  airport 
problem  Is  to  use  a  combination  of  "carrots" 
and  "sticks"  to  induce  local  airports  to  adopt 
rational  systems  of  differentiated  peak-off- 
peak  minimum  landing  fees.  If  congestion  per- 
sists after  peaked  fees  are  initially  imposed, 
then  they  should  be  increased  further.  (Sev- 
eral Increases  In  fees  might  be  required  At 
some  airports  in  order  to  reduce  congestion  to 
more  manageable  levels.)  Only  after  these 
steps  have  been  taken  should  federal  support 
be  extended  to  airfield  investments.  Under  no 
circumstances  should  federal  support  be  ex- 
tended to  terminal  investments. 

Peak-demand  pricing  is  a  common  phe- 
nomenon that  each  of  us  encounters  dally. 
Telephone  rates  are  lower  during  evenings 
and  Sundays  relative  to  the  business  day. 
(Imagine  how  congested  telephone  lines 
would  be  if  the  Sunday  rates  applied  all 
week!)  Many  restaurants  charge  more  for 
the  same  meal  in  the  evening  (when  demand 
is  higher)  than  at  noontime.  The  airlines 
themselves  practice  peak-demand  pricing. 
Some  domestic  fares  are  lower  for  travel  dur- 
ing periods  of  light  traffic  (late-night  or  ear- 
ly-morning hours),  and  some  international 
fares  are  lower  during  off-season  months. 

Peak-hour  landing  fees  were  successful  In 
shifting  airport  demand  to  off-peak  periods  in 
the  one  case  In  which  they  have  been  used.  In 
1968  the  minimum  landing  fees  for  general 
aviation  .only  were  raised  from  $5  to  $25  dur- 
ing peak  hours  at  the  three  New  York-area 
jetports,  but  were  maintained  at  $2.60  during 
all  hours  for  the  area's  general  aviation  air- 
ports. The  results  were  striking:  General  avi- 
ation traffic  at  the  three  jetports  declined  by 
30%  during  peak  hours. 

The  irony  of  the  airport  program  Is  that 
the  subsidies  cause  congestion:  More  subsi- 
dies will  make  congestion  even  worse  by  en- 
courag^g  more  people  to  use  superb  facilltie.i 
at  below-cost  prices.  These  groups,  in  turn, 
create  lobbies  that  push  for  still  more  subsi 
dies.  Airlines  and  general  aviation  gain  from 
not  having  to  pay  the  full  costs  of  landings,  ol- 
though  they  suffer  congestion  costs  during 
busy  hours.  Increasing  the  federal  share  of 
airport  finance  eases  the  task  of  airport  msn- 
agers  in  competing  with  other  local  priorities 
for  funding.  The  Interests  of  each  of  these 
groups  are  concentrated  and  vocal  while  thf 
interests  of  the  general  taxpayer  are  dlffu.'c 
and  unheard.  The  net  effect  of  these  forces  i.- 
to  build  more  airports  than  efficiency  would 
demand  under  economically  rational  pricing- 

Mr.  Jirkert  i.t  nssisttint  professor  of  f("i>- 
iiomics  at  the  Univrrsiti/  of  Southern  C<^t*- 
fornia  and  is  the  author  of  several  works  o'i/  ' 
airport  congestion  and  urban  transportaty^n- 
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1730A  Jonas  Street 
San  Franciscq   Ca  94109 
September  27,  1973 

Statement  by:     Susan  lYl,   Smith,  Board  (Ylember,   San  Francisco  Tomorroiu 

Before:     S,f^#   Planning  Commission,   Septe  27  - 

Environmental  Impact  Report,  S.T,  Airport  Expansion. 

IVlr,   Chairman,  members  of  the  commission,  6ur  public  interest 
organization  has  been  studying  the  airport  expansion  plan  for 
some  tujo  years,     UJe  joined  the  Ecology  Center  in  hiring  the 
Environmenta  mil  ning  Corp.  to  give  us  a  professional  opinion 
of  the  Airport  EIR,     UJe  are  plaintiffs  in  the  lawsuit  filed 
against  the  S.F.   Airport  and  the  city, 

Uje  ask  you  to  recognize  the  airport  expansion  for   what  it  is: 

(1)  misfinanced  if  by  revenue  bonds,   not  approved  by  voters, 

(2)  out  of  phase  -  uiith  fuel  and  energy  supplies, 

(3)  unworkable  without  a  well  planned,   financed  and  approved 
transit  system. 

There  is  endless  time  in  the  future  to  expand  S,F,   Intl.  Airport, 
How  much  more  expert  the  airport  management  might  have  become. 
How  quaint  it  would  be  for  the  public  to  have  an  airport  NOT  UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION,   NOT  FULL  OF  WIND,  DUST  &  TEMPORARY  SIGNS,     The  users 
of  S,F,  Airport  have  never  known  -  and  under  this  proposal  -  can 
never  know  a  convenient,  comfortable,   completed  airport. 
As  we  slide  down  the  last  quarter  of  the  20th  century  we  need  a 
better  grip  on  developments  consuming  the  earth's  resources  at  a 
conscienceless  rate. 

In  judging  the  inadequacy  of  the  EIR  we  would  first  of  all  compare 
this  airport  with  others: 

Chicago's  0*Hare  has  been  called  ajc  Frankenstein  s  monster 
by  an  airline  official   (NY  TIfyiES  article  1972)  -  that  airport's 
volume  is  only  a  little  higher  than  our  1985  target  of  31  million 
passengers. 

New  York's  JFK  Airport,  the  world's  4th  largest  airport  in 
passenger  volume,  is  under  red  alert  radio  system  each  summer, 
to  avoid  excess  traffic  congestion.     3FK  handles  21  million  passengers. 

Los  Angeles  Intl.  Airport  hit  the  headlines  this  August, 

copies  of  that  article  are  here  entitled   'They're  bafcked  up  past 

Aviation  ,.,   Nothing's  lYloving, . .  '  ,     Los  Angeles  Airport  handles 

22  million  passengers  a  year  -  34>o  of  our  own  passenger  growth 

is  allocated  to  that  detination.   They  can't  cope  now  -  we  are  sending 


tham  some  8  million  more,   by  1985. 

instructive 

Perhaps  you  u/ould  f ind/Covarnor  Francis  Sargaant*s  address 
in  Sept.   1971  before  the  5fh  Intl.   Conference  on  Urban  Transportation 

(Quotations  follow  from  a  12  page  text  previously  given  the 
Planning  Department) 

In  regard  to  ABAC'S  RASS  committee  which  forecast  a  Quadrupling 
of  airport  volume  by  1985,   it  is  noted  ^hat  this  study  luas  dominated 
by  the  Big  3  Airport  managers  and  chaired  by  a  commercial  pilot; 
the  very  complete  background  work  was  completed  by  1970  before  the 
energy  crisis  became  a  reality.     In  addition,   it  is  equally  possible 
to  take  the  background  data  and  agree  with  this  phrase  from  the 
section  on  the  Effect  of  Aviation  on  Physical  Environment  and 
Land  Uses  in  the  Bay  Region,   by  Ulilsey  &  Ham,   "it  is  ecologically 
vital  to  realize  that  no  population  can  continue  to  increase 
indefinitely  in  a  given  area.     Therefore,   it  may  well  be  time  to 
plan  to  STOP  growth  NOT  plan  to  accept  more,   or  worse  yet  to 
encourage  it." 

The  fuel  shortage  is,   of  course,  all  too  real  -  as  an  airline 
trade  journal  story  said  recently  -  railroads,   public  utilities, 
bus  lines  and  airlines  -  are  all  in  competition  with  each  other 
for  this  scarce  and  ever/  more  expensive  commodity  (estimated 
to  be  15/S  of  the  operating  cost  of  an  airplane). 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  under  Russell  Train 
recently  suggested  that  to  conserve  fuel,  air  travel  should  be 
ee«  cut  in  half. 

Senator  Henry  Jackson  from  Boeings  own  state  said  early  this 
year  tfe  must  "end  our  reckless  waste  of  energy  and  stop  the 
soaring  growth  in  national  energy  consumption." 

The  proposaljlf  to  encourage  a  two  fold  increase  in  volume 
at  S.F.  Airport  is  reckless  waste  and  indeads  adds  to  soaring 
growth  in  energy  consumption.     S.F.   Aipport  naw  needs  225,000 
gallons  of  high  grade  jet  fuel  r^it  —  the  4th  volume  of  the  Airport's 
EIR,   Page  4-15  states  that  fuel  consumption  will  doubJs  by  1985. 
Others  suggest  fuel  consumption  for  aircraft  only  will   be  far  higher, 

lYlonday's  headline  told  of  the  pending  blackout  of  signs  in 
Oregon;  Wednesday's  2nd  page  story  found  the  California  PUC 
requiring  all  utility  companies  to  prepare  to  conserve  and  allocate 
power  to  users*, 

How  can  responsible  officials  approve  a  system  which  requires 
a  500%  increase  in  power?      You  know  it  is  not  there  -  or  doublethink 


liia  have  a  number  of  criticisms  for  you  to  consider  in  terms  of 
the  parking  garage,  access,   transit  system. 

First  of  all  take  Nauj  York,   Chicago  and  Los  Angeles  •-  expansion 
of  an  airport  luithout  provision  of  a  transit  system  in  advance  of 
that  expansion  is  simple  chaos. 

Secondly,   tujo  policies  and  philosophies  are  mandatory  if  any  expansion 
were  to  take  place.     Ottaiua  airport  is  being  planned  without  any 
concessions  other  than  those  absolutely  necessary.     They  plan  to 
discourage  all  excess/^tfaFf ic  to  the  airport  to  cut  down  congestion. 
San  Francisco  is  out  of  touch  with  reality.     On  Page  1-6  of  the 
EIR  ujB  quote"All  bonds  will  be  repaid  by  Airport  revenues  from 
the  airlines  from  auto  parking  lots  and  other  concessions."     It  is 
difficult??  o  recall  the  many  instances  of  mismanagement  as  indicated 
in  the  Rose  audit  of  the  airport  operation. 

Speaking  of  the  garage,   I  remember  that  the  worst  period  of  all 
in  use  of  the  S,F^   airport  facilities  occurred  the  last  time  the 
airport  added  additional  stories  to  the  garage  -  that  effect  has 
not  been  described;     nor  has  the  visual  and  wind  effect  of  the 
200  foot  control  tower  in  the  center  of  the  garage  been  covered 
by  the  EIR. 

Hie  note  an  Page  UI-4  of  the  EIR    that  the  combination  of  present 

tote, 

facilities,   the  new  garage  additions  and  the  yet/built  north  terminal 
will  "increase  the  use  of  electrical  energy  in  the  planned  expansion 
due  in  part  to  air  conditioning  loads,  automated  baggage  handling 
system  and  mechanical  system  for  moving  popple"  -  it  appears  by 
this  description  to  be  completely  out  of  date  planning. 
Now  to  briefly  grasp  some  of  the  other  slippery  assumptions  of  the 
EIR.     EPA  standards  are  used  to  elevate  the  Airport  expansion  to 
'acceptance*.     There  is  no  indication  that  EPA  standards  will  bo 
met  -  the  airport  is  surely  not  out  prosalytzinq  for  this. 
In  our  everyday  urban  environment  there  is  no  single  noise  source 
as  overwhelming  and  destructive  as  a   jet.     There  is  no  such  ttiing 
as  a  quiet  jet  —  said  the  reporter  present  at  the  recent  experiments 
with  new  landing  techniques.     UJhan  the  airport  talks  of  large  and 
pollution  free  aircraft  -  it  is  a  contradtibion ;     the  best  planes 
the  D^C  10  and  L  1011  are  only  y  the  size  of  the  largest  planes  -  747. 
The  newest  Boeing  jet  to  be  announced  is  going  to  be  smaller  -  and 
'Pan  Am  announced  purchase/for  the  S,«, /London  run. 
At  the  end  of  this  year  -  or  perhaps  even  now— S.*^  .  Airport  has  a 


capacity  according  to  the  EIR  of  17  million  passengers. 

To  conclude,   I  apologize  to  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Bay  Area  residents  tuho  suffer  from  aircraft  noise  -  others  have 
eloquently  described  the   *pain  and  suffering'   caused  homeoeiners, 
I  hav/an't  described  the  immense  pressures  that  expansion  of  S.F. 
Airport  will  bring  for  neui  bridges  from  San  Francisco  to  lYlarin 
and  East  Bay  nor  pressures  from  congestion  for  completion  of 
freetuays  through  San  Francisco,     Nor  have  I  mentioned  the  completely 
unnecessary  ifiXXKifi  volume  of  trucks  and  autos  through  this  city 
and  the  peninsula  to  S,F«  Airport,     Other  airports,  if  any  expansion 
is  justified,   should  augment  service  Cor  their  communities  -  let 
airports  grow  u/here  communities  are  grou/ong, 

Wq  novo  ask  this  Planning  Commission  to  consider  the  many 
viable  alternatives  and  to  find  that  the  expansion  of  S.F. 
International  Airport  would  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on 
the  environment© 

Thank  you, 
Susan  lYl,  Smith 

Board  lYlember,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow, 
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Gil  Bailie, 
Individual  Plaintiff  " 
in  the  lav; suit  to  halt  the 
Airport  Expansion  Plan 


Testimony  before  the 

San  Francisco  Planning  Conimission 

September  E7,  1973 


San  Francisco  International  Airport  handled  14.6  million  passengers 

last  year.    It  is  the  6th  largest  airport  in  the  world,  and  it 

has  experienced  almost  no  air  passenger  growth  in  the  last  five 

years.    But  suddenly  it  is  expected  to  more  than  double  in  the 

next  twelve  ye.<^irs  to  almost  the  size  of  Chicago *s  maddening  O'Haro 

'  '  -^(^  6o.rn  ti'\^«z-  ^  VKcWl60<'   =  ' 

airport*     The  next  question,  of  course,  is  from  where  is  this 

prediction  coming? 

iilthough  the  airline  industry's  own  association, 
the  .Air  Transpoi-t  Association,  predicts  a  Bay  Area  growth  by 
1935  from  the  present  20  million  passengers  a  year  to  59  r^illion 
passengers  a  year,  the  Regional  Airport  Sj^'stems  Study,  upon  which 
the  G7:prJision  plan  is  based,  predicts  72  million  passengers  in  1285, 
In  other  words,  the  planners,  if  we  can  still  use  that  word,  ero 
asking  us  to  build  for  13  million  more  passengers  by  1985  than  the 
airline  industry  itself  expects  to  have,    I  will  leave  for  the 
moment  perhaps  the  most  important  question  of  all:  Do  the  residents 
of  San  Mateo  and  San  Francisco  want  that  kind  of  grovjth?    I  will 
examine,  instead,  the  brazen  confidence  in  future  growth  e:chibited 
by  the  expansion  planners,  - — ~ —  '  
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Gil  Bailie  Testinignr  before  the 

Individual  Plaintiff  San  jTancisco  Planning 

in  the  Ifiv/Guit  to  halt  the  Cornnission 

/drport  L'xpanGion  Plan  September,  27,  1973 

At  the  outset  an  important  question  to  ask  about 
any  large  development,  especially  cf  a  publically  owned  facility, 
is:  Who  is  to  benefit  finanoia  1  y,   ..'nd  hov;  were  they  involved  in 
the  decision-making  process?    TJ^.,  original  EnvironT.ental  Impact 
P.eport  for  the  Airport  JIDipar.sion  vras  proparea  by  Bechtol  Corporat 
the  v.'orld's  largest  construe tion  ■  fi.rjij  the  contractors  and  con- 
sultants for  BAHT,  and  far  from  a  disinterested  observer*  Intell 
skepticisra  about  having  the  initial  prepared  b^'-  a  fim  so 

in-/olVGd  in  const.ruction  v.-culd  be  eno.ugji  to' raise  doubts,  but 
there  is  more* 

As  builders  of  BART,  Bechtel  ur-doubtedly  recognized 
the  nevj  market  in  m^ss  transit,  and^  of  course,  the  rails  sjiould 
be  revived  as  the  major  means  of  transit.     The  extension  of  BA1:T 
to  tJie  peninsula  is  part  of  tlic  Eeohtel  intention,  and  always  has 
been.,     So  when  in  1967  San  !:ateans  voted  to  decline  s  much  loss 
expensive  transit  system,  a. .a  when  the  dubious  fiscal  bl .  "sing 
that  BART  bocaiae  failed  to  endear  the  peninsula  taxpaye   j  v.o  it, 
it  was  a  significant  setback  for  BART  planners,  and,  of  course, 
Bechtcle     /uid  now  we  have  Bechtel  reviewing  the  /drport  I^pansion 
Flan  and  preparing  the  j5»I.R«  whicn  acknowledges  that  automobiles 
to  the  airport  v.'ill  double  if  the  expansion  plan  is  conpletcdo  T 
is  at  least  food  for  thought.    Will  San  ?:nteans  be  forced  to  opt 
for  BART  because  of  the  influx  of  additional  aut c;:iobi  1  es  rc^sulti:; 
from  the  expansion?    f\nCi  if  so,  will  B/JiT  ever  really  carry  n 
significant  number  of  passengers  v.Ath  their  luggage  and  thoir 
farewell  or  welcoming  fricnls  and  family.     And  if  BART  wero  built 
into  San  Mateo  County  woidd  the  Airport  encourage  its  uso  when  a 
major  factor  in  Airport  revenue  for  the  r^-payment  of  expansion  pi 
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construction  bonds  will  come  from  the  proposed  new  and  larger 
parking  garage? 

Certainly  I  would  agree  that  rail  service  is  an 

I 

important  answer  to  many  of  our  transportation  problems,  but  a 
commuter  train  already  goes  to  peninsula  communities,  and  its 
service  is  being  cut  back.    At  the  same  time,  the  new  terminals 
are  being  built  with  facilities  for  B.1HT,  showing  a  classically 
arrogant  disrespect  for  the  previous  decision  of  the  San  Matean 
voters. 

Now  for  the  merits  of  the  expansion  plan  itself: 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  handled  14,6  million  passengers 
last  year*    It  is  the  6th  largest  airport  in  the  world,  and  it 
has  experienced  almost  no  air  passenger  growth  in  the  last  five 
years.    But  suddenly'-  it  is  expected  to  more  than  double  in  the 
next  twelve  years  to  almost  the  size  of  Chic  ago ^s  maddening  O^Hare 
airport.     The  next  question,  of  course,  is  from  where  is  this 
prediction  coming? 

Although  the  airline  industry's  ov,'n  association, 
the  Air  Transport  Association,  predicts  a  Bay  /irea  growth  by 
1985  from  the  present  20  million  passengers  a  year  to  59  million 
passengers  a  year,  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study,  upon  which 
the  expansion  plan  is  based,  predicts  73  million  passengers  in  1935. 
In  other  words,  the  planners,  if  wo  can  still  use  that  word,  are 
asking  us  to  build  for  13  million  more  passengers  by  A905  than  tho 
airline  industiy  itself  expects  to  have.    I  will  leave  for  tiio 
moment  perhaps  the  most  important  question  of  all:  Do  the  residents 
of  San  Kateo  and  San  Francisco  want  that  kind. of  growth?    I  will 
examine,  instead,  the  brazen  confidence  in  future  grov/th  exhibited 
by  the  expansion  planners. 
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In  building  tor  13  million  more  passengers  than  the 
A»T.A.  thinks  likely,  airport  planners  are  shov/ing  a  glaring 
optimism  about  the  grov/th  of  air  travel.    Examining  the  basis 
for  that  optimism  we  find  a  history  of  planning  mistakes  and 
unfounded  projections  which  is  unparalleled  in  any  other  industry. 
Both  the  industry  and  the  airport  planners  seem  to  have  limited 
visibility.    First  the  industry. 

In  1967,  the  airline  economists  predicted  an  &0fo 
increase  in  air  travel  over  a  5  year  period.    The  industry  prepare 
itself  by  purchasing  new  equipment:  747's  and  DC-10^ s,  American 
Airlines,  for  example,  purchased  41  big  planes  for  ^?884  million. 
The  total  increase  for  the  5  year  period  was  not  80^,  it  was 
instead  38^.    EVen  more  relevant  is  the  follo-.ving:  The  Ncf-v  York- 
San  rrancisco  traffic  v;as  forecasted  for  a  9Zp  increase;  it 
increased  lfo»     The  Chicago-San  Francisco  traffic  was  expected  to 
increase  by  73^^;  the  gain  was  in  fact  20%*    A-ncrican  Airlines,  to 
quote  from  the  syndicated  columnist  Milton  LTockowitz,  "had  huge 
planes  which  it  couldn^t  fill.    It  had  old  planes  which  it  couldn' 
sell.    It  lost  026  million  in  19  70."    V/hen  the  \7all  Street  Journal 

o 

on  September  17th  of  this  year,  ten  days  ago,  quoted  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  as  saying  that  airline  traffic  and  revenues  are 
falling  short  of  earlier  forecasts,  it  came  as  no  suprise  to  those 
who  have  reviewed  the  industry's  history.    This  is  the  industry, 
inebriated  with  government  subsidies  and  tax  breaks,  and  fr.r 
removed  from  the  free  enterprise  economic  rigors,  thiit  now  boost:". 
ot  a  49,1^  average  load  factor  for  its  passenger  flights.  Its 
the  industry  that,  nation-wide,  lost  $43.6  million  last  year. 
It  is  the  industry  that  is  facing  the  petroleum-scarce  future 
with  absolutely  blind  optimism. 
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In  a  rec£^-  irticle  in  the  San  Francisco  Ezaminer 
entitled  Our  National  Ljl^ess,  the  author,  after  discussing  the 
energy  crisis  briefly  li1  nusing  about  its. implications  for  the 
future,  turns  to  San  rrLi:isco» s  airport  expansion  plan: 

^♦There  is  i:  apparent  inhibition,  for  instance, 
on  the  expansion  of  tif  ilrline  industry,  v/hich  seems  to  have 
no  fuel  problems  v/orti  -Trrying  about.  •  „ 

"Right  hcTr  m  Quiver  City,  the  airlines  and  their 
obedient  City  TIall  all-i.--  are  plunging  full  speed  ahead  on  an 
endless  expansion  of  5li  Jrancisco  International  Airport,  an 
installation  v.'hich  apjrus  to  be  accomplishing  the  ultimate 
destruction  of  the  enisi  county  of  San  Mateo  as  a  piece  for 
peoplee    And  it  is  ncrf  :^an  notev/orthy,  in  these  pov/erdrive 
timeSj  that  the  pecplr  ::'  San  Mateo  have  been  told  rather  sharply 
of  late  that  they  don'T  _ive  a  word  to  say  about  it. 

'flTone  of  -.:_3,  surely,  keys  in  with  any  national 
policy  looking  towai'd  -  rational  conser-vation  of  fuel  resources, 
if  that  is  remotely  y:^:  :he  industry  has  in  mind.    It  is,  quite 
clearly,  a  madness  —       Isast  if  you  are  talking  about  the 
common  weal,  and  net  £:::-  profi t-raakingo " 

If  we  CB~::  expect  the  airline  industry  to  deal  v.'ith 
its  own  economics,  th--  .":2l  sliortage,  and  the  general  public 
interest  in  a  competei:  "^shion,  can  v.'e  at  loa^.t  rely  on  the 
planners  at  San  Francif::  International  Airport?    Sad  to  ssy, 
probably  not. 

In  1970  ^if  .lirports  Commission  projected  a  24 
million  passenger  vol-^  3t  S.F.I. A.  by  1976.    Peat,  L'arwick 
and  Mitchell,  the  eccur^:  consultants  on  the  expansion  plan, 
now  estimates  an  18.8  ^lion  passenger  volume  for  that  same  yearo 
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In  a  period  of  less  than  3  years,  the  projections  were  off  by 
23^.    The  projections  v/ith  which  we  are  now  concerned  are  for 
a  12  year  period •    To  dignify  what  are  obviously  airline  hopes 
by  calling  them  airline  projections  is  an  irresponsible  charade 
perpetrated  on  tho  residents  end  tax-payers  of  San  Mateo  and 
San  Francisco  Counties » 

Perhaps  foreseeing  tho  opposition  this  expansion  pla 
Y/ould  create,  tho  planners  fall  quickly  mute  when^asked  about 
the  futuro  beyond  1985..    Since  major  airports  grow  almost  ct  the 
same  rate,  we  rniglit  look  to  the  plans  at  the  Los  Angeles  Inter- 
national Airport  to  get  some  idea  of  what  our  planners  have  in 
store  for  the  last  15  years  of  this  century.    By  tho  year  3000 
the  Los  Angeles  Airport  plamiers  predict  59  million  passengers 
a  year  in  that  one  airport  alone.    Between  1990  and  2000,  in  othc 
words,  Los  Angeles  International  expects  to  grow  by  19  million 
passengers.    If  San  Francisco^ s  airport  grows  by  the  same  percent 
and  there  is  every  reason  to  assume  that  the  local  planners  expco 
to  parallel  L.A»*s  mania  for  more,  then  by  2000  the  peninsula 
residents  would  b©  trying  to  cope  with  the  noise  and  pollution 
of  almost  50  million  air  passengers  a  year.    And  Son  Llateo 
residents,  of  course,  have  nothing  vvhotsoever  to  say  about  it. 
They  v/ill  just  have  to  live  with  it. 

All  these  bold  predictions  arc  made,  therefore, 
without  any  serious  consideration  about  tho  desirability  of  that 
kind  of  grov/tho    Like  the  motto  over  tho  entrance  of  an  p.i\t 
coloxny  in  T.H,  White's  The  Once  and  Future  King:  EVERYTHING  NOT 
FORBIDDM  IS  COMPULSORY.     It  is  just  that  kind  of  motto  that  is 
being  rejected  so  undeniably  today;  the  kind  of  motto  that  would 
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turn  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo  County  into  the  typical  large 
and  congested  city  and  the  typical  sprawling  suburban  parking  lot.. 

^  •   The  disastrous  environmental  consequences  of  the 

airport  expansion,  however,  only  slightly  overshado^v  the  likewise- 
disastrous  financial  consequences,    Let*s  take  a  look. 

In  a  complex  1970  ballot  measure,  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  Commission,  along  with  a  fev/  other  Ssui  Francisco  agencies  > 
was  given  the  authority  to  finance  developments  with  revenue 
bonds.    The  measure  was  designed  of  course  to  avoid  the  required 
two-thirds  majority  vote  approval  for  major  public  construction 
projects,  such  as  the  one  we  are  discussing  today.    The  airport 
expansion  plan  is  to  be  financed  by  revenue  bonds,  tnat  is, 
bonds  repaid  from  airport  revenueso    V.'ill  the  revenues  be  there? 
And  if  not,  who  picks  up  the  tab?    V/ith  the  unstable  economic 
situation,  the  fuel  shortage,  inflation,  hoiglitcned  sensitivity 
to  environmental  amenities,  already  clogged  freewa3''s  and  noise 
besieged  San  Mateo  County  residents,  one  wonders  how  intelligent 
men  could  conceive  of  such  a  massive  grov;th  plan.    Perhaps  it  is 
because  we,  the  taxpayers,  are  standing  by  with  the  bailing  buckets 
Perhaps,  too,  it  is  because  there  is  a  lot  of  money  to  be  made 
just  building  the  thing  even  if  the  projected  growth  doesn't 
materialize.    The  kind  of  double-talk  planning  involved  will  be 
obvious  if  we  take  an  example: 

A  major  part-  of  the  plan  is  the  construction  of  a 
n©w,  enlarged  parking  garage.    In  fact,  while  the  air  passenger 
increase  is  predicted  to  be  slightly  more  than  100>J,  the  parking 
is  expanding  by  even  more  than  that.    The  talk  about  BART  begins 
to  echo.    It  is  significant  also  that  a  greater  percentage  of 
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total  revenues  v,'ill  come  from  the  pairing  garage  than  will  be 
the  percentage  of  parkir^  and  related  capital  costs  to  tc  t  ''. 
capital  costs.    Cars  see-  to  be  important -down  there  at  t]  ■ 
airport.    By  1985  landir,3  fee  revenue  is  expected  to  be 
million  and  parking  revenue  is  expected  to  be  $17  millio'  , 
And  that  money  will  be  necessary,  for  the  repayment  of  tliu 
bonds,  for  the  entire  life  of  the  bond  repayment  plan.  So 
reliance  on  continued  use  of  the  automobile  is  actually  built 
into  the  plan  itself L    If  the  E,P*A»  standards  designed  to 
■limit  automobile  travel  md  expecially  the  construction  of  nev; 
parking  facilities  are  enforced  the  financing  of  the  plan  v;ould 
collapse e    Likewise,  if  the  plan  is  adopted,  and  if  anj'-  renl 
alternatj.ve  to  the  autoz^bile  is  devised,  the  repayment  scheme 
will  again  fall  apart.    In  either  case,  the  airlines  and  the 
airport  planners  will  cere  knocking  at  tho  tax]ieyers  door. 
Damned  if  we  do  and  dar^ned  if  v;e  don*  to 

But  the  San  ?rancisco  Ghaf'iber  of  Commerce  is  not 
tho  least  hesitant  about  its  praise  for  the  expansion.     In  an 
article  entitled:  S?0:  ;J.rport  Activity  Touches  Nearly  E-vcryone, 
appearing  in  San  Francisco  Business,  a  Chamber  of  Co...:ierce  publicat 
the  Chamber* s  giddy  optizism  flowed  freely:  "Take  the  industrial 
parks,  for  example.    V/itnout  810,  some  50  of  these  complexes  in 
San  Ivlateo  and  Santa  Glar2  ComiticG,  if  developed  at  all,  would 
be  on  a  for  smaller  scale,  -..iLh  fewer  firms  and  a  fraction  of 
the  present  numbei'  of  cn;loyoes  and  payroll  totals," 

Growth  with  those  dimensions  could  change  San  Mateo 
County  drastically.    The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  study 
estifoatos  that  the  expansion  plan  would  directly  result  in  tho 
conversion  of  4200  acres  of  open  space  into  new  hones  for  tho 
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additional  residents  attracted  by  airport  growth.    That  is  not 
counting  the  normal  growth  expected  to  be  generated  by  other 
sources 0    The  Chamber  of  Commerce,  however,  continues  its 
praise  of  this  unrestrained  overgrowth:    "Growth,  too,  is  cylical 
families,  with  more  disposable  income  as  a  result  of  the  airport 
and  the  businesses  it  generates,  have  more  money  to  spend*  Their 
deraand,  in  tui'n,  spurs  additional  industrial  and  oommcrcial 
development  »  •  •  and  more  jobs," 

Speaking  of  jobs  and  growth,  a  few  salient  points 
should  be  made  —  points  that  derive  from  silmple  arithmetic  and 
common  sense.    Every  economist,  from  the  most  casual  observer  to 
the  president's  economic  advisors,  agrees  that  given  the  economic 
situation  for  the  foreseeable  future  it  would  be  impossible  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  unemplo^^ment  significantly  without  creating 
truly  disastrous  inflation,  and  risking  m^jor  economi.c  dislocation 
(I  Vk'ould  add  that  such  a  state  of  affairs  is  a  disgrace  and  an 
indictment  of  our  lack  of  originally  in  dealing  with  important 
lingering  problems..  )     Since,  however,  the  state  of  the  economic 
art  is  such  that  the  percentage  of  unemployed  persons  relative 
to  the  population  as  a  wholf^  cannot  be  reduced  in  any  meaningful 
way,  and  since  major  do.olopment  drav;s  greater  numbers  of  people 
to  the  area,  the  long-tonu  result  of  most,  if  not  all  ell,  major 
commercial  developments  is  more  people  unemployed.    It  is  simple: 
the  percentage  of  unemployed  remains  virtually  constant;  the 
population  increases,  therefore  the  total  number  of  unemployed 
increases.    It  may  be  true  that  there  are  a  greater  number  of 

jobs,  but  the  end  result  is  a  greater  level  of  govoi'ximent  seivicc 
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to  a  greater  number  of  unemployed.    That  means  higher  taxes. 
Problem  solving  carried  on  at  the  level  of  sympLDOs  .lone 
inevitably  results  in  higher  taxes. 

When  the  airlines  are  only  slightly  re  overing  from 
a  slump,  and  when  planes  are  flying  half -empty    -  so    'f  the  time, 
an  expansion  of  this  magnitude  is  not  growth,  it  is  escalation. 
It  is  double- or-nothing,  and  it  is  a  long-shot.    If  it  succeeds 
in  boiling  the  airlines  out  of  their  economic  mess  it  will  commit 
this  region  (and  nation)  to  an  extravagantly  wasteful  and  environ 
mentSi'lly  disastrous  mode  of  transportation »  '  If  it  fails,  then 
the  airline  industry  may  go  the  way  of  Pean  Centra l/zJ-ITPiAC/Boeing 
Free  enterprise  offered  again  on  the  sacrificial  altar  of  poor 
planning.     And,  of  course,  higiier  taxes. 

The  optimism  of  this  plan  is  so  assertive  one  wonder 
if  x>erhap3  it  might  mask  a  more  subtle,  and  possibly  endemic, 
colleotiYo  anxiety  about  the  industry's  future.  Environmentalist 
have  in  the  past  saved  the  airlines  from  the  economic  chaos  th:  ■:• 
would  have  been  the  S.S.T.    7/o  are  doing  it  again  today.  The 
airport  expansion  is  a  gamble  on  the  part  of  an  industry  that 
is  rapidly  running  out  of  options.    The  industry  is  already 
heavily  mortgaged  to  the  massive  capital  investment  in  wido-bodic 
jets.    They  are  hoping  against  the  odds  that  big  airports  v:ill 
do  for  them  what  big  airplanes  failed  to  do,  and  they  aro  wrong. 

Finally,  I  will  add  a  more  philosophical  note. 
First,  is  there  a  point  at  which  further  growth  of  the  airport 
is  unacceptable?    Obviously  there  is.    Secondly,  aro  v;o  coiu'agcou 
enough  to  recognize  that  limit  and  to  abido  by  it  before  wo 
pass  it?    I  would  ask  you  to  reflect  on  the  fact  that  50 
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years  from  now  t^ere  vdll'  ce  children  growing  up  :*n  Ssn  llzteo 
County.    V/ill  they  have  to  rely  on  old  photos  a  i  -  zho  tales  of 
their  grandparents  to  appreciate  the  beauty  tha  .-  once  v.'as  the 
San  Francisco  perJ.nsula?     ^'ill  they  be  iinpr   '■■.^■d    physicall}^  and 
psychologically,  by  the  concrete  we  hax'e  al  :    ve     vO  be  pc  _-.red, 
the  trees  we  havi-  allowed  tc  be  felledj   the  Bay  v;e  have  allowed 
to  be  polluted  cr  filled,  e.-I  the  freeways  we  iiave  allov;^!  to 
be  built?    Let  us  hope  note     I  will  rG;::iind  you  tliat  thess  childrc.i 
50  years  from,  nrv  v;ill  be  v.riting  the  history  boo;:s.     If  •  -3  are 
going  to  give  th-;.:i  some  thin.;:  nice  to  22y  about  our  foresirnt  and 
imcginotion,  we  ::-d  better  :.\:.:?ryo 


Gil  Bailie 
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My  name  is  Dick  Jordan.    I  am  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport 


Task  Force  of  the  Sierra  Club's  Northern  California  Regional  Conservation  Com- 
mittee.   We  have  studied  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by 
the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  and  have  found  it  to  be  woefully  in- 
adequate as  a  document  to  be  relied  upon  by  the  public  and  public  agencies  in 
arriving  at  informed  judgements  regarding  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport,    Hov/ever,  before  pointing  out  some  examples 
of  its  inadequacy  as  a  planning  document  we  would  like  to  urge  that  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  not  approve  the  airport  expansion  for  a  more  fundamental  reason: 
this  is  a  regional  issue  and  until  the  Bay  Region  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  plan  has  been  completed  and  approved  by  the  legislature,  no  develop- 
ment of  this  magnitude  should  be  undertaken.    The  Sierra  Club's  resolution, 
adopted  September  8,   1973  by  the     Northern  California  Regional  Conservation 

Committee  states: 

As  the  planned  expansion  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
is  a  regional  issue  which  would  adversely  affect  the  entire  Bay  Area 
as  regards  air  pollution,  noise,  water  quality,  induced  population 
growth;  and  as  it  is  not  integrated  into  a  comprehensive  regional 
transportation  system  but  is  fully  dependent  upon  the  automobile  for 
access  to  and  from  the  airport  (doubling  the  number  of  cars  by  1985) 
contrary  to  the  mandate  of  the  Clean  Air   Act,  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  regulations  for  reducing  the  number  of  cars  and  re- 
sultant air  pollution;  preempts  any  serious  attempts  at  alternative  transportation 
modes,  i.  e.  rapid  rail  transit  between  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles; 
and  would  be  an  extravagantly  wasteful  use  of  diminishing  resources, 
fuel,  electricity,  natural  gas,  water,  which  allocation  has  not  been 
prioritized  according  to  the  needs  in  the  Bay  Area  by  1985;  therefore 
the  Sierra  Club  is  opposed  to  the  major  expansion  plans  of  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  as  have  been  outlined  by  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  Commission  through  their  contracted  EIRs,  and  by  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission's  draft  EIR,  Furthermore, 
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NCRCC  authorizes  its  San  Francisco  Airport  Task  Force  to  pursue  all 
feasible  remedies  in  opposing  this  proposed  expansion. 

The  Sierra  Club  believes  that  intelligent  planning  for  Bay  Region  airports  must  be 

integrated  with  a  general  transportation  plan  for  the  Bay  Area  that  respects  the 

environmental  constraints  imposed  by  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  region  and  the 

desires  of  its  citizens  for  desirable  living  conditions.    These  purposes  would 

not  be  served  by  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

The  proposed  expansion  relies  upon  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  (RASS) 
which  has  been  attacked  by  objective  observers  for  its  excessively  high  estimates 
of  air  traffic  growth.    If  those  estimates  are  wrong,  as  recent  trends  indicate,  it 
is  unjustifiable  for  San  Francisco  to  plan  for  growth  beyond  its  proportionate 
share  of  the  load.    Encouraging  air  travel,  if  that  air  travel  is  going  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  life  for  residents  of  the  Bay  Area,  is  not  in  the  public's  best  interest. 

The  "Mitigation  Measures  to  Minimize  Impact,  "  listed  on  pp  4-6  of  the  draft  EIR 
contain  some  very  misleading  statements  in  that  they  deal  with  projects  which  are 
already  underway  or  would  be  carried  out  regardless  of  any  expansion  of  the 
magnitude  envisioned.    The  expansion  of  runway  28R  is  already  under  construction 
and  hopefully  will  reduce  noise  pollution  for  the  neighboring  communities.  With 
regard  to  proposed  improvements  in  waste  water  treatment  facilities  the  Airport 
must  carry  out  plans  to  meet  state  requirements  whether  it  expands  or  not.  The 
air  and  noise  pollution  monitoring  programs  described  should  be  undertaken  under 
San  Francisco  International  Airport's  current  operations,  not  be  tied  to  a  massive 
expansion  plan. 
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Another  misleading  statement  in  the  list  of  mitigation  measures  is  that  the  expansion 
would  not  require  any  land  acquisition  beyond  the  Airport's  present  boundaries. 
However,  if  the  state  requirement  that  airports  not  exceed  65  CNEL  in  residential 
areas  is  not  met  by  the  1985  deadline,  land  would  have  to  be  purchased  that  fell 
within  this  noise  zone.    The  EIR  makes  no  mention  of  this  contingency  or  of  plans 
to  accomodate  the  displaced  families,  or  the  future  financial  commitment  to  mitigate 
its  noise  impact  implicitly  contained  in  this  expansion  plan. 

The  dependance  of  the  expansion  plan  upon  the  conversion  to  larger  and  quieter  air- 
craft by  the  airlines  also  appears  to  be  a  rather  unsafe  assumption  regarding  the 
actions  of  the  carriers.    What  is  their  commitment  to  purchase  these  aircraft? 

The  list  of  mitigants  contains  the  suggestion  that  improvements  in  parking  and 
curbside  loading  facilities  would  reduce  air  pollution  from  auto  emissions  by 
1  essening  engine  running  time  in  the  terminal  area.    The  statement  omits  the  fact 
that  the  expansion  would  result  in  doubling  the  number  of  vehicles  going  in  and  out 
of  the  airport.    The  Air  Resources  Board  has  said  that  the  amount  of  pollutants  at 
the  airport  will  double  by  1985,  but  the  double-think  in  this  report  suggests  that  the 
air  will  be  clean,  the  water  sweet  and  the  noise  minimal. 

The  most  egregious  aspect  of  the  draft  EIR  and  of  the  proposed  expansion  is  the 
failure  to  honestly  address  the  need  to  replace  the  automobile  as  the  primary  means  of 
access  to  the  airport  and  to  provide  an  alternative  to  the  airplatje  for  intercity 
travel  in  California.    The  only  alternative  to  the  automobile  as  access  to  the  air- 
port is  the  extension  of  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  to  the  airport.     There  is  little 
consideration  of  busses  with  or  without  BART,  despite  the  response  to  a  poll  taken  by 
the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (cited  in  Appendix  C  of  the  draft  EIR)  which 
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i|8howed  that  11^-  of  the  respondents  would  prefer  rapid  transit  to  the  auto  as  a 
i  means  of  reaching  airports.    The  same  poll  showed  that  people  are  more  concerned 
about  the  environmental  effects  of  aviation  than  about  convenience  of  access  or 
availabilitv  of  air  travel.    Certainly,  in  terms  of  traffic  and  air  pollution  the 
expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  will  have  a  devastating  impact  on  San 
Mateo  County. 

The  report  dismisses  upgrading  rail  transportation  between  San  Francisco  and  Los 
Angeles  as  being  too  far  in  the  future  and  requiring  a  subsidy.    In  view  of  the 
current  fuel  crisis  it  might  be  well  to  give  serious  attention  to  this  alternative. 
Figures  published  in  the  Airport  Commission's  EIR  show  that  trains  get  75  to  100 
passenger  miles  per  gallon  of  fuel,  compared  with  21  to  26  for  airplanes  (using  50% 
occupancy  for  trains  and  6lTo  for  planes).     The  San  Francisco-Los  Angeles  route 
a  ccounts  for  40^o  of  the  air  traffic  in  the  Bay  Area.    Any  alternative  that  would 
reduce  that  figure  and  produce  savings  in  fuel  consumption,  noise  and  air  pollution 
merits  more  than  a  14-line  paragraph  in  an  environmental  impact  report.  The 
report  is  certainly  less  than  candid  to  state  that  the  energy  problem  is  a  "national 
issue,  to  be  settled  nationally.  " 

We  believe  that,  before  this  massive  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  is 
undertaken,  more  detailed  and  objective  consideration  should  be  given  to  these 
alternatives.    There  should  also  be  independent  studies  made  of  the  impact  of 
p  resent    airport  operations  on  neighboring  and  outlying  communities  in  terms  of 
noise  pollution,  a  subject  that  has  not  been  adequately  assessed.    There  should  also  be 
more  consideration  given  to  the  growth- inducing  impact  on  San  Mateo  County  of  the 
^9,  000  estimated  addition  to  the  population  and  the  commerical  and  industrial  ex- 
pansion envisaged.    With  the  decline  in  the  blind  acceptance  of  the  growth  ethic 


-5- 


among  Bay  Area  citizens  these  factors  are  no  longer  accepted  as  prima  facia 
i    benefits  to  existing  communities. 

We  urge  that  this  Environmental  Impact  Report  be  rejected  as  inadequate  and 
misleading  and  that  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  take  no  action 
on  this  project  until  it  has  the  opportunity  to  study  the  real  alternatives  and 
the  true  impact  of  the  proposal.    We  also  urge  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning 
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  take    whatever  action  they  can  to 
protect  their  citizens  from  this  threat  to  the  quality  of  life  in  their  county. 

# 

I 


Cbnments  on  IVaf t  ~  chvirohmental  Impact  Report 
San  Francisco  -Airport  Expansion 

3),'  Elinor  Larsen,  Conservation  Chairman 

Peninsula  Regional  Qroup,  loma  Prieta  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 

Vfe  dcf  not  dispute  that  SFO  should  be  put  into  more^oi:^yenie^rvt^ef ficient 
ohaoe,  and  this  requires  physical  improvement.     Vfe  dQ.ca^jKij^'^he  present  plan 
particularly  regarding  design  level  and  the  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIRs  assessment 
of  these  plans. 

Clearly,  the  requirement  for  5hvironmental  impact  Reports  is  to  inform 
public  decision  makers  and  the  general  public  of  the  environmental  effects 
of  projects  which  are  being  considered.     -An  SIR  may  not  be  used  as  an 
instrument  to  rationalize  approval  of  a  project.    Vfe  are  extremely  concerned 
that  this  docTiment  is  rationalization  rather  than  full  disclosure. 

Thp  rffpoT^.  recn^nize.q  noiae  as  a  critical  problem.     Ihdeed  it  has  been 
for  more  than  a  decade.     The  EIR  is  limited  to  a  conclusion  that  operations 
will  be  quieter  in  1985  than  I970t  whereas  it  inadequately  estimates  noise 
impact  and  demonstrates  non-compliance  with  the  State  Noise  law  with  inadequate 
discussion  of  how  this  problem  will  be  resolved. 

Inadequacies  include  the  methodology  and  assumptions  for  the  noise  contours  i 

1.  "Qily  scheduled  air  carrier  and  cargo  operations  were  considered,"  (p.  D-lO) 
I'on-scheduled  flights  .qhmild  be  included  for  adequate  noise  evaluation.  These 
flights  are  nuunerous  and  increasingly  popular,  and  ofter  use  noisier  planes. 

2.  "Ihe  number  of  annual  flights  was  constrained  to  310,000  operations  per 
year  at  the  direction  of  SFIA,  "  (p.  D-lO)    Elsewhere  (p.  HI-lO)  the  report 
states  that  there  will  be  370 t OOP  annual  airport  operations.     These  60,000 
additional  operations  should  be  included  in  noise  evaluations. 

3.  Idealized  takeoff  and  landing  procedures  were  used  in  calculating  noise  impact. 
As  pointed  out  in  "Aviation  Noise  Evaluations  and  Projections"  by  Bolt.  Baranek 
and  ^5ewman  for  RASS,  one  of  the  main  resources  for  the  SIR,  (p.  III-14) 
"Careful  observations  will  show  that  tx70  aircraft  even  of  the  same  class  rarely 
follow  exactly  the  same  path  with  respect  to  ground  track  or  altitude  profiles. 
IS-fferences  may  arise  due  to  pilot  techniques,  temperatures,  winds  and  aircraft 
loads. "    Noise  evaluations  should  make  provision  for  a  realistic  percentage  of 
deviation  from  the  ideal  standard  ^TA  procedure. 

k-.  The  noise  contours  represent  a  yearly  average.    Ihis  does  not  adequately 
present  the  true  noise  problem  at  SFO.     As  pointed  out  by  the  above-mentioned  main 
resource  for  the  EIR,  (p.  III-5)  "For  some  airports  like  San  Francisco,  there 
are  distinct  seasonal  shifts  in  runway  utilization  with  consequently  large 
changes  in  noise  exposiire  by  season,    ^"hen  such  conditions  exist,  liEF  contours 
might  well  be  developed  for  different  seasons."    And  (p.  IV_-5)  "Thus,  noise 
exposure  based  on  a  yearly  average  will  not  clearly  depict  the  noise  exposure 
encountered  during  any  individual  season.  • 
Also,  in  the  State  Ebpt.  of  Aeronautics  Airport  land  'Jse  Commission  proposed 
standards  (V6-73 )  Section  8003(c),   "This  countour  line  (65  ChiZL)  shall  be 
estimated  for  the  noisiest  operating  conditions  projected  for  an  airport  expanding 
its  operation  to  mee^ future  demads. "    Noise  contours  should  represent  the 
noisiest  month  of  the  year  if  the  intent  of  the  SIR  is  to  inform  rather  than 
to  rationalize. 


ihe  2IR  should  assess  noise  impact  at  intermediate  years  of  the  project 
at  the  Various  levels  of  development.     IVie  proposed  expansion  is  an  incremented 
T3roject  of  four  stages.     Short  term  as  vrell  as  long  range  impacts  should  be 
included. 

fne  SIR  should  include  considerationof  the  airlines'  commitment  to  improving 
the  noise  characteristics  of  their  fleets  in  a  tine  frame ^  rather  than  presenting 
an  unsubstantiated  assumption  based  on  the  necessity  to  comply  •with  State  i'Joise 
la'.'.'  1935  end  state.    For  instance,  in  spite  of  years  of  advance  notice,  the 
Drovisions  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  are  being  thwarted  by  the  auto  industry's 
claims  of  inability  to  comply.    V6.thout  commitment  from  the  airlines,  any  noise 
projection  is  a  pipe  dream.     Commitment  of  the  airlines  should  be  a  condition  of 
the  project. 

The  report's  1986  noise  contour  map  shows  residential  area  in  four  citi6s 
remaining  -vnthin  the  65  GMSL  contour,  contrary  to  the  State  Noise  law.  This 
problem  is  not  adequately  addressed. under  Noise  or  Qislocation  of  People. 

Ihe  report  makes  ^2  grossly  misleading  statements  regarding  the  role  of 
the  San  i'lateo  Hiiterim  Airport  land  Use  Plan  (p.III-5)  and  the  responsibility 
of  the  adjacent  cities  Xp.  lH-?  )' in  resolving  the  problem  of  the  existing  use 
of  land  or  displacement  of  people.     It  "is  not- the  intent  of  the  Interim  Airport 
land,  '-be  Plan  to  convert  existing  uses  in  noise  impacted  areas.     In  fact,  it 
provides  for  infilling  in  existing  residential  areas.     A^d-The  cities  cannot 
force  people  from  their  homes  without  adequate  compensation.     Does  the  Airport 
ezTDect  people  to  abandon  their  homes?.., the  cities  to  but  them  out?    VJhat  is 
the  Airport's  responsibility?    Is  it,  as  MTC  suggested,  the  responsibility 
of  the  Airport  to  acquire  these  areas?        this  been  provided  for  in  the  bud^dt? 

G-round  acces.q  problems  arF>  not  ndoq^lat.P>ly  tr^atpd.  Ihe  EIR  is  in  error  : 
i'-rrc  has  not  adopted  this  expansion  program  vrithont  qualification  because  they 
recognize  the  critical  problem  of  ground  access  (among  others  ), 

It  is  not  possible  to  increase  from  15  to  31  milliom  annual  passengers, 
double  cargo,  add  13,000  new  employees  and  increase  population  by  40,000  vrithout 
placing  the  existing  surface  transportation  system,  including  city  streets , under 
severe  stress.    This  \nXL  be  a  trem.endou.s  problem  for  the  adjacent  cities,  their 
residents,  ais  travellers,  and  those  who  must  pass  through  the  area. at  peak  hours 
vjhich  will  be  extended,  according  to  the  3IR, 

in  1%^" 

The  SIR  points  out  that  (^Bayshore ,  230  and  1-330  vjill  be  over  capacity  and 
cons'ested.     It  is  observable  fact  that  when  stoppages  occxir  on  freeways, 
traffic  divertsto  local  artferialsj  and  that  stoppages  occur  mostfrequently  on 
over-capacity  congested  freex/ays.    Air  passenger  increase  can  take  place  only 
to  the  extent  that  passengers  can  get  to  and  from  the  airport.  Airport 
expansion  and  surface  transportation  are    interdependant .    V^th  these  statements 
as  axioms,  let  us  proceed  with  the  SIR: 

fa^  reoort  nresents  five  alternative  solutions.'   These  and  their  irnngctq 
should  be  discussed.     For  instance  : 

"1.  Increase  roadway  capacity."    rio-.-r?  Ej^'-arge  existing  freeways?  ifew 
f  ree^-^ays  ?    VAiere  ?    V/hat  are  the  impacts  ? 


?r.2  a2~ea  is  already  impacted  by  higm>;ays.     Ihe  Airport  is  located  at  the  narrow 

r.eck  of  the  Peninsula  where  there  soon  will  be  one  N-S  state  highway  lane  for  \ac>ci^ 

every  352  ft.  of  land  from  Bayshore  to  Skyline.     Certainly  that  is  enough  land  -tt?^ 

dedicated  to  the  automobile.     San  Francisco  was  a  leader  to  recongnize  the  land 

-rabbins;  propensity  of  the  automobile  and  the  need  to  take  positive  action 

such  as  limiting  parking  facilities  to  control  it.     S?  should  recognize  that 

every    additional  lane  to  or  from  the  airport  could  be  converted  to  a  commuter 

lane  which  demands  parking  in  SF. 

"3.  Provide  alternate  modes  of  transportation. "    BART?  Problematical. 
3ut  it  is  mentioned  so  often  in  the  SIR  that  one  can  only  assiime  that  airport 
expansion  is  dependant  on  BART,    Ebspite  pages  peppered  xri.th  BART,  there  is  no 
discussion  of  impact,  people  displacement,  or  what  the  Airport's  responsibility 
is.    RAS3  (p.  IIX-71 )  aked  the  question  ""-iho  pays  the  airport's  portion  -  airport 
or.^ers,  airlines,  city  or  Qounty  suDporting  the  airport?  -  and  through  -what  means ,t" 

"     SLsewhere-  (p.  III-28)  the  report  considers  "If  3ART  is  not  e:3d:,en^^^.^  the 
airport  by  1985 »  other  types  of  mass  transit  would  be  developed.  "    iRe  point" 
is,  if  air  passenger -loads  will  double  by  1985,  alternate  mass  transit  will  , 
be  needed  b^forfi  1985.  ..the  earliest  date  BART  could  be  in  service.  \1?  rt-vwiil  beapF^^ 

Tne  SIR   shoiild  discuss  the  strategies  to  be  used  to  assure  adequate  ground 
access  for  each  of  the  four  stages  J    I,  complete  1973*  design  level  1?.^  million 
annual  passengers;  11,  1976  ,  2^1-.^  map. ;  ill.  1979,  27.0  map.;  and  J^IJ^^  1982,  3l.0map. 
Although  the  Airport  is  not  in^the  business  of  building  f reei-ray^ Tor  instance, 
the  effects  of  its  expansion /Result  in  such  actions  which  can  be  a  sizable 
commitment  of  public  funds,  other  than  airport  funds  and  San  Francisco  taxes,  and 
commitment  of  environmental  resources. 

The  SIR  should  correct  the  statements  regarding  I'lTC  approval,  state  the 
role  of  I'lTC   in  transportation  planning  and  hovr  it  relates  to  this  project, 
and  give  the  status  of  ground  access /passenger  allocation  determinations. 


■gfffif   Fribnds  of  the  Earth.  Inc. 
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Statement  of 


HASTINGS  ENVIRON^IENTAL  LAW  SOCIETY 


on  behalf  of 


FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH,  INC. 


At  the  May  1,  1973  hearing  before  the  Airport  Coiumission  consider 
ing  the  original  draft  E.I.R.,  the  following  statement  was  made  by 
William  M.  Brinton: 

"The  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Plan  may  be  neither 
necessary  or  desirable.     In  proposing  to  double  the  capacity 
of  the  present  facility  by  1985  at  a  cost  of  $390,000,000,  the 
Airport  Commission  has  begun  with  the  wrong  end  of  the  syllogism. 
Its  argument  postulates  a  substantial  increase  in  the  population 
of  the  Bay  Area  over  the  next  25  years.     It  then  argues  that  San 

•J* 

Francisco  must  expand  its  airport  to  handle  the  anticipated  in- 
crease. 

The  real  question  is  whether  the  Bay  Area  can  in  fact ,  or 
even  should  accommodate  the  anticipated  population  increase  and 
still  meet  a  variety  of  environmental  constraints  established 
by  law.     If  the  Airport  Commission  does  not  first  answer  this 
question,  going  forward  with  the  Airport  Expansion  Plan  becomes 
a  self-fulfilling  prophecy  -  the  increase  in  Bay  Area  population 
will  occur  whether  we  want  it  or  not. 

According  to  the  1970  Census,  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
serves  a  5  county  area  with  a  population  of  A,17A,4A3.     It  is 


located  near  nine  Peninsula  communities  with  a  population  of 
about  288,000.    Access  to  the  Airport  is  vis  I-lOl  or  1-280  and 
eventually  by  a  link  connecting  these  two  access  routes. 

The  Expansion  Plan  was  adopted  and  integrated  in  the 
Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  (RASS)  and  is  the  Airport  Ele- 
ment in  the  Bay  Area  Regional  Plan  1970-1990  prepared  without 
any  real  analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the  San 
Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Plan.     Indeed,  most  of  the  environ- 
mental protection  legislation  was  enacted  after  preparation  of 
the  ABAC  report.     Inclusion  of  the  Airport  Expansion  Plan  with- 
out consideration  of  environmental  factors  places  a  heavy  burden 
on  this  Commission  in  approving  the  Plan  without  a  far  more  de- 
tailed EIR  than  the  one  before  it  today." 

The  draft  E.I.R.  before  the  Planning  Commission  today  contains 
substantially  the  same  inadequacies  as  the  prior  draft. 

In  Mr.  Brintons  and  Professor  Widman*s  statements,  several  state  and 
federal  acts  concerning  environmental  protection  were  delineated.  Little 
attention  has  been  paid  to  their  provisions  in  the  preparation  of  this  re- 
vised draft  E.I.R.     These  environmental  constraints  must  be  complyed  with 
to  provide  for  minimal  protection  to  the  public  health  and  welfare.  Non 
compliance  will  cause  additional  delay  and  expense.     Legal  action  brought 
to  compel  The  Agency  to  conform  with  the  requirements  of  these  acts  can 
be  avoided  by  preparing  an  E.I.R.  which  adequately  considers  the  informa- 
tion in  the  following  state  and  federal  laws: 

I.     Federal  Laws 

A.     The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

(NEPA),   (P.L.  91-190),  42  U.S.C.  §  4321  et.  seq. 
When  federal  funds  are  to  be  obtained  or  a  federal  license  per- 
mit, certificate  or  other  entitlement  or  use  is  required,  an  impact 
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statement  must  be  prepared.     The  NePA  Guidelines  reflect  NEPA  policy 
that  impact  statements  must  provide  a  systematic  interdisciplinary  ap- 
proach which  integrates  use  of  the  natural  and  social  sciences  and  en- 
vironmental design  arts.  (Sec.  102  (2)  (a)jU.S.C.  §  A332  (2)  (a)j.  The 
impact  statement  must  systematically  evaluate  reasonable  alternative 
courses  of  action,  and  their  potential  social,  economic  and  environmental 
consequences.     [Sec.  102  (c)  and  (d) J .     It  must  be  a  rigouous  exploration 
and  an  objective  evaluation  of  all  altexmatives ,  particularly  those  which 
might  eliminate  some  or  all  of  the  adverse  environmental  effects.  It' 
must  not  foreclose  prematurely  options  which  might  be  less  detrimental 
and  must  adequately  consider  taking  no  action  or  postponing  the  action 
pending  further  study.     Alternatives  of  a  significantly  different  nature 
which  would  provide  similiar  benefits  with  different  environment  impacts, 
such  as  a  mass  transit  system,  must  be  carefully  analyzed  in  sufficient 
detail  to  permit  comparative  evaluation  of  benefits,  costs  and  risks. 

More  likely  than  not,  the  final  EIS  will  be  submitted  to  the  FAA 
as  a  basis  for  the  NEPA  statement.    [See  California  Guidelines].  Since 
the  FAA  will  be  relying  upon  the  EIS  for  information,  the  FAA  should  be 
more  fully  involved.     Interdisciplinary  coordination  as  early  as  possible 
in  the  decision  making  process  is  required  under  the  current  guidelines, 
so  that  meaningful  consideration  can  be  given  to  the  environmental  issues 
involved  in  light  of  stringent  federal  criteria.    Adverse  effects  on  air 
and  water  quality,  hazardous  noise  levels,  increased  congestion,  land  use 
patterns  and  damage  to  life  systems,  must  be  evaluated  by  a  score  of 
federal  agencies,  yet  no  where  in  this  report  is  any  mention  made  of  these 
federal  standards. 

The  federal  guidelines  require  that  where  a  federal  agency  relies  upon 
an  applicant  to  submit  initial  environmental  information,  the  agency  should 
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assist  the  applicant  in  outlining  the  types  of  information  required. 
Since  it  is  common  practice  to  submit  the  final  EIS  to  the  federal  agency 
and  since  a  statement  conforming  with  NEPA  requirements  can  be  used  for 
CEQA,  now  is  the  time  to  determine  what  federal  information  must  be 
included. 

Both  the  federal  and  state  impact  statements  are  similar  in  their 
requirements  of  consideration  of  adverse  environmental  effects,  mitigating 
alternatives,  short  term  use  and  long  term  productivity  and  irreversible 
and  irretriev^e  commitment  of  resources.     Careful  note  should  be  taken 

c 

to  the  federal  guidelines  criteria  that  "resources"  must  be  con'strued 
more  broadly  than  simply  labor  and  materials  devoted  to  an  action.  Re- 
sources mean  all  amenities  of  life  including  those  presently  unquanti- 
fied,  both  natural  and  cultural. 

This  agency  must  carefully  examine  this  draft  EIR  in  light  of  the 
guideline^  standards  of  objectivity. 

"In  particular,  agencies  should  keep  in  mind 
that  such  statements  are  to  serve  as  a  means  of 
assessing  the  environmental  impact  of  proposed 
agency  actions  rather  than  a  justification  for 
decisions  already  made." 

B.     The  Clean  Air  Act  (A2  U.S.C.  1857,  et  seq.)  was  amended  by 
the  Clean  Air  Amendments  of  1970  by  adding,  int  er  alia,  Part  B,  commen- 
cing with  Sec.  231.     Automotive  emission  standards  are  established  to 
reduce  air  pollution.     Part  B  deals  with  the  establishment  of  aircraft 
emission  and  fuel  standards  by  EPA.     See  Section  304  allowing  citizen 
suits  in  cases  of  violation  of  emission  standards  under  the  Act,  in- 
cluding suits  against  EPA  for  failure  to  perform  a  duty  under  the  Act. 

Neither  the  January,  1973,  nor  the  August  10,  1973  draft  EIR  dis- 
cuss compliance  with  the  Clean  Air  Act,  nor  with  any  federal  regulations 
issued  thereunder.     In  particular,  the  August  10  draft  should  have  taken 
into  account  the  transportation  controls  for  the  Bay  Area  (and  California 
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as  a  whole)  proposed  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
July  16,  1973  (38  Federal  Register  18948  et  seq.).    Hearings  on  these 
proposed  Clean  Air  Act  regulations  were  held  throughout  California  in 
August,  and  final  promulgation  is  expected  soon. 

No  action  to  approve  or  adopt  a  final  draft  of  the  EIR  should  be 
taken  by  the  Planning  Commission,  nor  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
until  these  federal  regulations  have  been  finalized,  ncr  until  their 
application  to  and  effect  upon  the  airport  expansion  program  has  been 
throughly  investigated  and  reported  fully  (with  documentation)  in  another 
draft  of  the  EIR. 

C.     The  Noise  Pollution  and  Abatement  Act  of  1970,,  was  enacted  as 
Title  IV  of  the  Clean  Air  Amendments  of  1970.  (^2  U.S.C.  1857  et 

sec^)*  Under  Title  IV,  EPA  is  charged  with  making  a  full  and  complete 
investigation  and  study  of -noise  and  its  effect  on  the  public  health, 
and  to  identify  and  classify  causes  and  sources  of  noise  and  to  deter- 
mine effects  at  various  levels,       [Sec.  402  (a)   (2)  A-G)  projective 
growth  of  noise  levels  in  urban  areas  through  the  year  2000,  the 
psychological  and  physiological  effect  on  huirians,  effects  of  sporadic 
extreme  noise  (such  as  jet  noise  near  airports)  as  compared  with  con- 
stant noise,  effect  on  wildlife  and  property  (including  values),  and 
effect  of  sonic  booms  on  property  (including  values). 

The  EPA  outlined  the  need  for  a  comprehensive  program  for  airport 
and  aircraft  noise  abatement  on  July  31,  1973.     Information  contained 
in  the  July  31  report  will  be  the  basis  of  proposed  regulations  of  noise  by 
FAA  mandated  by  the  Noise  Control  Act.    Noise  abatement*  flight  pro- 
cedures, retrofit,  and  land  use  techniques  should  be  considered.  The 
EPA  stated  cumulative  noise  limits  can  be  specified  by  modifications 
to  FAA's  airport  certification  regulation. 

Detrimental  effects  to  humans  and  animals  are  the  main  topic  of  the 
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EPA  report.    Possible  hearing  damage,  loss  of  sleep,  fatigue,  irritabil- 
ity, and  general  stress  arise  from  increased  noise  levels.     Farm  and 
wild  animals  have  been  sho\^  to  have  erratic  and  distorted  breeding 
habits  and  changes  in  survival  instincts  when  subjected  to  increased 
noise  levels. 

Failure  of  the  EIR  to  adequately  project  realistic  noise  levels 
or  to  assess  their  impact  in  light  of  the  stringent  federal  noise 
criteria  is  a  shortcoming  that  cannot  be  overlooked.    A  new  draft  EIR 
must  be  prepared  which  discusses  federal  noise  restrictions  and  com- 
plete with  applicable  federal  law. 

D.  The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act   fP.L.  92-5000,  (201-301)]. 
fio  attempts  have  been  made  in  the  draft  EiR  to  show  how  dump- 
ing will  comply  with  state  and  federal  dumping  limitations  if  in  fact 

it  is  possible.     Permits  will  only  be  issued  if  there  is  compliance 
with  both  state  and  federal,  water  quality  laws.     The  best  practicable 
waste  treatment  technology  will  have  to  be  utilized  to  comply  with 
The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,    (P.  L.  92-5000,  Sees.  201,301^ 
These  criteria  will  be  both  expensive  and  difficult  to  obtain  yet 
they  are  not  adequately  considered  in  the  EIR. 

E.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (16  U.S.C.  661  et.seq.). 

As  pointed  out  in  the  May  1,  1973  statement  at  the  Airport  Com- 
mission hearing  by  Professor  Gary  Widman  of  Hastings,  who  testified  on 
behalf  of  the  San  Francisco  Ecology  Center,  the  airport  expansion  could 
require  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.     Both  the 
January  and  August  drafts  of  the  EIR  discuss  in  some  detail  the  animal 
and  plant  life  in  the  Bay,  but  both  present  only  (the  identical)  un- 
documented conclusions  regarding  the  supposed  inability  to  determine  the 
impact  that  the  expansion  will  have  on  wildlife.     No  where  is  there  any 
mention  of  contact  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  nor  with  any 
other  federal  nor  any  state  agency  regarding  these  matters,  nor  is  there 
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any  evidence  of  the  legally  required  study. 

In  preparing  the  draft  EIR,  the  Planning  Department  appears  to  have 
chosen  to  rely  on  what  expertise,  if  any,  it  possesses  in  the  field  of 
fish  and  wildlife  management ,  rather  than  seek  the  advice  and  assistance 
of  other    more  qualified  public  agencies.    This  seems  a  particularly 
questionable  approach  to  the  problem,  since  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  published  a  report  (dated  July  31,  1973,    prior  to  the  latest 
draft  of  the  airport  EIR)  which  deals  with  the  detrimental  effects  on 
noise  on  the  breeding  habits  and  survival  instincts  of  wild  animals. 
Most  importantly,  the  draft  EIR  itself  has  recognized  the  great  variety 
of  marine  and  bird  life  in  the  Bay  and  its  surrounding  environs,  with- 
out attempting  to  determine  the  effect  of  the  proposed  plan  upon  their  sur- 
vival.    Nor  is  any  mention  made  of  the  large  San  Francisco  State  Fish  & 
Game  Refuge  only  a  mile  from  the  Airport,    The  expertise  exists  at  both 
the  state  and  federal  levels  to  investigate  this  problem.    Failure  to 
consider  the  effect  upon  wildlife  subverts  a  fundamental  purpose  of  pre- 
paring an  EIR»  ^ 

II.     California  Laws 

California  has  adopted  legislation  which  imposes  environmental 
constraints  which  this  Agency  must  consider.     They  include  in  part  the 
following : 

1.  The  Porter-Cologne  Water  Quality  Control  Act; 

2.  The  Mulford-Carrell  Air  Resources  Act  as  amended  by  the 

Pure  Air  Acts  of  1968,  1969,  1970  and  1972; 

3.  The  Airport  Noise  Control  Act  (Sees.  24100,  24181,  Health 

&  Safety  Code).     See  14  C.F.R.  36  et  seq.  for  per- 
missible noise  levels  measured  in  Effective  Perceived 
Noise  Level  (EPNL) . 

4.  The  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970,  as  amended  in  1972 
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by  A.B.  889  (CEQA) . 


Section  21100  of  CEQA  provides  In  part  as  follows: 

"...  Such  a  report  (an  EIR)  shall  include  a  de- 
tailed statement  setting  forth  the  following: 

(a)  The  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  action, 

(b)  Any  adverse  environmental  effects  which  cannot  be 
avoided  if  the  proposal  is  implemented. 

(c)  Mitigation  measures  proposed  to  minimize  the 
impact. 

(d)  Alternatives  to  the  proposed  action. 

(e)  The  relationship  between  local  short-term  uses 
of  man's  environment  and  the  maintenance  and  en- 
hancement of  long  term  productivity. 

(f)  Any  irreversible  environmental  changes  which 
would  be  involved  in  the  proposed  action  should  it 
be  implemented. 

(g)  The  growth-inducing  impact  of  the  proposed  action." 
III.     Potential  Liability  and  Zoning  Requirements. 

Professor  Widman's  statement  before  the  Airport  Commission  on  May  1, 

1973  outlined  the  potential  liability  of  the  airport  owner  to  adjacent 

landowners,  the  legal  steps  necessary  to  relieve  this  liability  and  the 

requirements  of  adequate  funding  and  zoning. 

"The  most  sobering  obligation  of  this  project  will  be  com- 
pliance with  Federal  regulations  governing  airport  aid.     I  would 
like  to  list  some  of  the  steps  that  you  must  take,  and  information 
you  must  provide.     You  can  ask  yourselves  whether  you  have 
taken  the  required  steps.     But  if  you  have  not,  then  it  should 
be  clear  that  you  cannot  reasonably  act  to  approve  or  proceed 
with  the  project  until  you  have  taken  the  steps  necessary  to 
satisfy  this  law. 

The  sponsor  must  own  or  agree  to  acquire  property  interests 
in  the  runway  clear  zones.     FAR  Sec.  151.11  (a)  and  (d). 

Each  sponsor  must  show  that  it  has  or  can  obtain  funds 
to  pay  all  estimated  costs  of  the  project  not  borne  by  the  U.S. 
or  other  sponsors.  FAR  Sec.  151.23.     (This  point  becomes  import- 
ant when  you  survey  the  potential  legal  liability  to  nearby 
landowners  and  residents.) 

The  sponsor  must  acquire  other  property  interests  as  re- 
quired by  the  Administrator,  FAR,  Sec.  151.25  (a),  including 
easements  and  other  rights  in  offsite  areas  to  assure  that  the 
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sponsor  will  not  be  deprived  of  rights  to  use  lands  for  their 
intended  purposes.     FAR,  Sec.  151.25  (c)   (3)  and  .26  (a)  (1). 
This  again  means  you  must  anticipate  your  liability  to  neighbor- 
ing landowners  and  residents,  and  either  acquire  property 
interests  and  personal  liability  releases,  or  have  funds  to  do 
so  based  on  the  law  today.    Considering  that  law,  below,  makes 
this  a  sobering  step  as  well. 

You  must  insure  compatible  zoning  by  adjoining  city  and 
county  authorities.     FAR  151.26  (a)   (1)   (2)   (3).     You  must  give 
fair  consideration  to  communities  in  or  near  the  project.  FAR, 
Sec.  151.39  (a)  (5). 

In  considering  whether  your  funds  are  adequate,  you  should 
reflect  on  the  recent  rulings  defining-  legal  liability  of  airport 
owners.     It  is  the  airport  oxmer,  not  the  airlines,  and  not  the 
surrounding  cities  or  counties  that  are  responsible. 

First,  you  must  consider  whether  you  have  reserved  suf- 
ficient funds  to  satisfy  claims  that  can  be  made  against  the 
airport  for  current  operation.     That  potential  liability  has 
expanded  under  recent  decisions.     The  airport  owner  is  now 
liable  for  loss  of  property  value  attributed  to  noise.  City 
of  Jacksonville  v.  Schumann,  167  So.  2d  95  (1964),  199  So.  2d 
727  (Fla.  1967),  cert.  den.  390  U.S.  981). 

A  California  airport  owner  may  be  liable  to  residents  and 
landowners  (even  though  no  compensable  property  interest  was 
taken)  under  nuisance,  and  other  tort  theories.     See  Nestle  v. 
Santa  Monica,  6  C.  3d  920,  496  P.  2d  480  (1972).     This  may  re- 
quire damages  at  least  for  noise,  vibrations,  and  fumes  from 
aircraft  operation  (see  Nestle ,  1^.).     Other  municipalities 
may  have  suits  for  violations  of  their  noise  or  other  zoning 
ordinances.     (see  Nestle ,  id. ) . 

Some  lax^ers  have  pointed  out  'that  under  these  new  princi- 
ples, the    airport  is  not  protected  from  noise  suits  by  air 
navigation  easements,  and  is  not  protected  from  personal  injury 
suits  by  noise  easements.     It  appears  that  it  may  be  liable 
to  every  resident  who  may  be  in  any  way  injured  and  to  every 
property  owner  whose  land  value  is  reduced  by  aircraft  opera- 
tions.   And  new  state  laws  prohibiting  residences  within  cer- 
tain noise  areas  after  specified  dates  strengthen  liability 
for  such  claims. 

Only  when  all  this  liability  has  been  estimated,  the  funds 
reserved  for  those  purposes  will  you  be  justified  in  seeking 
federal  funding  you  need  for  any  expansion  of  airport  operations. 
And  similar  estimates  must  be  made,  and  funds  allocated  for 
each  phase  of  airport  use  expansion. 

Taken  together,  this  legal  prognosis  suggests  it  may  be 
imprudent  to  proceed  with  your  project  at  this  time." 

The  revised  draft  EIR  does  not  consider  these  sources  of  potential 

liability  and  the  significant  economic  burden  which  they  will  create. 

This  is  a  glaring  omission  compounded  by  discrepancies  in  allowable  noise 
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levels  which  greatly  expand  potential  liability. 

Until  sufficient  consideration  is  given  to  the  actual  economic  burdens 
and  zoning  requirements  necessitated  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  Circular  1390.2  dated  August  8,  1971,  and  NASA 
which  adopted  maximum  acceptable  noise  criteria  of  29  NEF  (61.5  CNEL) 
which  is  half  of  the  sound  energy  of  65  CNEL,  utilized  in  the  draft 
EIR,    the  report  remains  highly  distorted. 
IV.     Sufficiency  of  the  EIR 

One  again  we    must  reiterate  prior  remarks  which  have  not  been 
needed  in  revising  this  draft  EIR.  Mr.  Brinton  has  succinctly  stated 
the  duty  of  the  Agency  in  its  consideration  of  EIR: 

"An  EIR  under  CEQA  is  an  information  document  which  this 
Commission  must  consider  before  approving  or  disapproving  the 
Airport  Expansion  Plan-.    Under  the  recently  enacted  San  Francisco 
ordinance  required  by  CEQA,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  is 
the  final  arbiter  as  to  whether  an  EIR  is  "adequate,  accurate, 
and  objective." 

The  filing  of  an  EIR  which  doe's  not  represent  a  "de- 
tailed statement"  of  the  project's  environmental  impact  is  a 
basis  for  litigation  affecting  the  project. 


Friends  of  Mammoth  v.  Mono  County  (1972)  8  C.3d  2A7 

Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Coastside  County 
Water  District  (1972)  27  C.A.  3d  695 

Cf.  Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Corps  of  Engineer? 
(D.C.  Ark.)  325  F.  Supp.  749,  aff'd  (C.A.  8) 
4  ERC  1721  (1972) 

Insufficient  treatment  of  possible  mitigation  measures 

and  minimization  of  impact  is  another  ground  for  a  legal 

challenge. 

Cf.  Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Froehke 
(C.A.  8)  4  ERC  1829 
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The  same  is  true  where  there  has  been  an  insufficient 

treatment  of  alternatives. 

Cf.  National  Resources  Defense  Council  v.  Morton 
(C.A.  D.C.  458  F.  2d.  827  (1972) 

and  where  there  ahs  been  an  insufficient  discussion  of  growth 
Inducing  impact, 

Public  Resources  Code,  Sec.  21100  (g) 
or  where  it  omits  critical  comments  of  other  agencies. 
Coastside  County  Water  District,  supra. 
Finally,  it  is  inappropriate  for  an  agency  like  the  Air- 
port Commission  to  prepare  or  have  prepared  for  it,  an  EIR  and 
then  approve  it,  (especially  when  consultants  utilized  may 
have  a  direct  financial  interest  in  the  project). 

Greene  County  Planning  Board  v.  Federal  Power 

Commission  (C.A.  2)  455  F.  2d  412  (1972)  cert  den   

U.S.    (1972). 

(Federal  cases  may  be  used  in  interpreting  California  Act 

Provisions , 

Friends  of  Mammoth  v.  Mono  County  (1972)  8C.  3d  247. 

As  the  Court  of  Appeals  noted  there,  an  EIR  which  rests 
on  the  self-serving  assumptions  of  the  agency  (Power  Authority 
of  the  State  of  New  York)  which  will  carry  out  the  project  de- 
feats the  purpose  and  intent  of  NEPA. 

Approval  of  the  Expansion  Plan  by  this  Commission  without 
an  EIR  which  evaluates  all  environmental  constraints  of  the 
project  as  a  whole  represents  ac  tion  which  is  both  arbitrary 
and  capricious.    Moreover,  it  virtually  assures  litigation  unde 
both  federal  and  state  law." 

The  EIR  before  this  Agency  makes  significant  omissions  and 
fails  to  give  adequate  or  accurate  consideration  to  the  requirement 


CEQA  as  follows: 

A.  Employment  Impact 

The  EIR  projects  an  increase  of  13,655  basic  employees  by  1985 
which  nay  well  be  a  gross  underestimate  (p.III-lA).    However,  neither  the 
EIR,  itself,  nor  its  Appendix  F,  v;hich  purports  to  deal  with  Employ- 
ment Impact,  even  mentions  the  impact  on  the  housing  market  in  San  Mateo 
County  and  environs.     Thus,  while  the  EIR  acknowledges  that  there  will 
be  a  greatly  increased  work  force  at  SFIA  and  in  related  industries  which 
will  be  attracted  by  the  expanded  airport  facilities,  it  does  not  give 
any  consideration  whatsoever  to  the  type  of  land  planning  required  for 
the  additional  housing,  commercial,  and  industrial  development  which 
will  result  from  the  expansion  of  SFIA.    We  are  not  told  whether  or  not 
there  IS  space,  utilities,  schools,  and  other  services  sufficient  to 
handle  the  added  population.     Because  SFIA,  but  its  expansion,  would  be 
the  direct  cause  of  much  of  this  burden  upon  neighboring  communities, 
the  responsibility  for  determining  the  existence  of  adequate  facilities 
for  these  spin-off  effects  rests  squarely  with  the  City  prior  to  adop- 
tion of  any  SFIA  modification  of  this  magnitude.     Failure  to  determine 
the  adequacy  of  facilities  to  handle  these  secondary  population  effects 
of  the  proposed  SFIA  expansion,  alone,  make  the  EIR  clearly  inadequate. 

B.  Probable  Adverse  Environmental  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided. 
The  EIR's  treatment  of  this  subject  is  totally  inadequate:     A  mere 

two  pages  (pp.  IV-1  &  2)  are  devoted  to  explaining  that  nearly  all  ad- 
verse effects  are  unavoidable.     It  concludes  that  there  will  be  an  in- 
crease in  vehicle  traffic  on  the  airport  and  on  roads  leading  to  the 
airport  (and  the  related  part  of  the  SFIA  expansion  is  the  building  of 
parking  lots  rather  than  mass  transit  facilities  which  would  not  ex-  , 
acerbate  what  will  be  congested  freeways  and  streets  even  without  the 
SFIA  expansion  —  according  to  the  Division  of  Highways).     The  solid 
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waste  Increase  is  portrayed  as  inevitable  while  the  possibility  of  re- 
cycling to  lessen  the  impact  upon  sanitary  fill  requirements  and  which 
might  even  produce  a  profit,  is  ignored.     Recycling  could  be  built  into 
the  development  of  SFIA  so  that  such  activities  would  proceed  smoothly 
and  efficiently.    At  least  14  Bay  Area  firms  are  listed  under  "waste 
paper"  in  the  San  Francisco  and  Oakland  telephone  boods  so  that  there  is 
a    dearth  of  means  to  recycle  waste  paper. 

There  is  also  an  increase  in  liquid  wastes  (increased  250%),  and 
in  the  use  of  water,  natural  gas,  electricity,  and  aviation  fuel. 

The  EIR  also  deals  with  waste  discharge  treatment,  but  only  super- 
ficially.    There  is  absolutely  no  assurance  that  the  State  Water  Quality 
Control  Board  will  approve  a  Bay  outfall  for  airport  effluent,  nor  is 
their  findings  that  sewage  treatment  plants  sufficient  to  handle  the 
significant  rise  in  both  population  and  industrial  establishments 
will  be  available. 

With  our  nation's  natural  gas  in  short  supply  the  projected  260% 
increase  in  consumption  at  SFIA  is  both  detrimental  to  our  energy 
problems  and  unrealistic  to  rely  upon  for  even  the  relatively  short 
run.     No  projection  is  made  of  the  increased  natural  gas  demand  in  near- 
by areas  as  an  indirect  product  of  SFIA  expansion,  a  deficiency  in  the 
EIR  which  needs  correction  and  consideration  by  the  City  before  compli- 
ance with  CEQA  is  complete. 

No  statement  is  made  in  the  EIR  that  the  airport's  projected  five 
fold  increase  in  consumption  of  electricity  and  the  unspecified  increase 
in  electrical  demand  in  the  Bay  Area  due  to  spin-off  from  the  proposed 
SFIA  expansion  can  be  met  by  existing  sources  or  that  alternative  sources 
of  electricity  which  will  not  pollute  will  be  available.     Increased  use 
of  electricity  creates  greater  demand  for  atomic  and  fossil  fuel  power 
plants,  both  of  which  cause  well  known  pollution  problems.     We  should  be 
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slow  to  create  this  demand  while  pollution  control  is  not  satisfactorily 
developed. 

Similarly,  with  aviation  fuel  supplies  being  a  sometimes  thing,  no 
assurances  of  an  adequate  supply  are  given  in  the  EIR,  nor  is  the 
necessity  to  cut  back  and  conserve  petroleum  utilization  dealt  with. 

No  attempt  whatsoever  has  been  made  to  project  the  additional 
fuel  consumption  arising  out  of  the  increased  vehicle  use  which  would 
result  from  an  SFIA  expansion.    The  EIR  does  not  mention  the  increased 
truck  traffic  produced  by  the  expansion  of  air  cargo  facilities.  That 
some  major  "unavoidable"  adverse  environmental  effects  are,  in  fact, 
avoidable  —  even  unnecessary  —  is  evident  when  one  realizes  that 
parking  facilities  will  increase  by  125%  in  eight  years  while  only 
100%  increase  in  passengers  is  contemplated.     Because  parking  will  be  a 
major  revenue  producer  at  the  airport,  automobile  use,  with  attendant 
air  pollution  and  congestion  of  the  streets  and  highways,  is  to  be  en- 
couraged under  present  proposals  rather  than  alternate,  less  deleterious 
transit  facilities. 

C.    Mitigation  Measures  to  Minimize  Impact. 

The  EIR  deals  with  this  subject  in  three  pages  (pp.  V-1  to  V-3) . 
The  only  response  made  to  the  probable  adverse  effects  is  the  possibility 
of  a  BART  connection  to  reduce  reliance  upon  the  automobile  from  points 
north  of  the  airport  and  better  traffic  handling  facilities  at  the 
airport  itself.    No  consideration  is  given  to  reliance  primarily  upon 
public  transit  facilities  to  handle  people  coming  to  and  from  SFIA  to 
prevent  both  congestion  and  waste  of  energy  resources.    No  current  plans 
for  making  public  transit  facilites  an  integral  and  major  the  SFIA  ex- 
pansion are  given. 

A  major  problem  with  not  only  this  EIR  but  with  the  whole  pro- 
posed expansion  of  SFIA  is  that  the  Airport  Commission  and  the  City  of 
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San  Francisco  are  in  the  airport  business.    They  are  not  in  the  business 
of  planning  the  overall  transportation  and  energy  needs  of  California 
or  the  nation.     Consequently,  neither  party  is  capable  of  viewing  the 
proposed  SFIA  expansion  in  other  than  narrow  proprietary  terms.  There 
is  a  lack  of  serious  consideration  of  other  means  of  transportation. 
The  desirability  of         other  means  of  transportation  should  not  be  pre- 
empted by  destroying  demand  through  a  hastily  developed  airport  expansion 
scheme. 

Granted,  there  is  a  great  demand  for  transportation  between  San 
Francisco  and  Los  Angeles.    Pressure  for  more  environmentally  and 
conservationally  sound  means  of  furnishing  transportation  in  this  corridor 
is  diminished  by  such  developments  as  the  one  proposed  for  SFIA.     If  any 
expansion  of  SFIA  is  proposed,  it  should  be  planned  strictly  to  accomodate 
only  international  and  cross-country  traffic,  and  this  must  adequately 
consider  future  national  transportation  proposals. 

D.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Development 

The  "no  expansion"  alternative  is  given  an  extremely  superficial 
treatment  in  the  EIR.     The  EIR  does  not  consider  alternatives  which 
might  well  show  high  speed  surface  travel  facilities  (such  as  high  speed 
rail  and  air-film  vehicles,  see  Gunston,  Hydrofoils  and  Hovercraft, 
Doubleday  Science  Series,  1970)  would  be  more  efficient  in  the  Cali- 
fornia coastal  corridor.    No  consideration  is  given  to  increasing  the 
current  load  factor  on  airplanes  of  about  53%  of  capacity  to  increase 
the  efficiency  of  fuel  use  and  decrease  noise  and  air  pollution. 

E.  Benefit/Cost  Ratio  and  Burden  of  Proof. 

As  stated  by  Mr.  Brinton  at  the  May  1,  1973  hearing,  no- 
where in  the  EIR  is  it  possible  to  find  a  benefit/cost  ratio. 
This  ratio, is  basically  a  comparison  of  the  anticipated 
"benefits"  derived  from  a  project  with  the  anticipated  "costs" 
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over  its  estimated  life  span.    Both  benefits  and  costs  must 
be  stated  in  monetary  terms.    Furthermore,  since  benefits  and 
costs  will  be  accruing  over  each  of  the  many  years  of  the  pro- 
ject's life-span,  it  is  necessary  to  discount  them  so  that  their 
present  values  may  be  determined  and  compared.    The  importance 
of  benefit/cost  ratios  was  carefully  discussed  in  a  landmark 
case  arising  under  NEPA.     Sierra  Club  et  al  v.  Froehlke  et  al 

(D.C.  Tex.)   ^F.  Supp.    (1973)  5  ERC  1033.  The 

District  Court  granted  a  preliminary  injunction  on  the  grounds, 
inter  alia,  that  the  defendants  had  not  complied  with  the  man- 
date under  NEPA. 

Once  a  benefit/cost  ratio  has  been  established  wherein 
the  benefits  exceed  the  cost,  then,  all  other  things  being  equal, 
the  project  is  typically  regarded  as  "justified."    On  page  99 
(Slip  Opinion)  the  District  Court  stated: 

"This  Court  must  conclude  that  on  the  basis  of  the 
present  record  (and  as  part  of  the  decision  making 
process)   ....  it  cannot  bypass  an  examination  of  the 
benefit/cost  analysis  .  .  .  .  " 

In  the  EIR  before  this  Commission,  there    is  no  such 
anyalysis. 

In  Sierra  Club  v.  Froehlke,  supra,  the  Court  pointed  out 
that  NEPA  places  a  heavy  burden  of  proof  upon  the  federal 
agencies  to  enable  a  court  to  ascertain  whether  there  has  been 
a  genuine  and  not  a  perfunctory  compliance  with  the  Act,  thus 
requiring  the  agency  to  explicate  fully  its  course  of  inquiry, 
its  analysis  and  its  reasoning,  citing  Ely  v.  Velde  451  F.  2d 
1130  (4th  Cir.  1971)  and  Greene  County  Planning  Board.  CEQA 
requires  no  less  from  this  Commission. 
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The  EIR  before  this  Commission  is  legally  insufficient 
under  CEQA.     It  should  be  revised  to  cover  in  detail  the  omissions 
discussed  earlier," 
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SAN  MATE30  COUNTY  CONVENTION  &  VISITORS  BUEEAU 


FULL  TEXT  OF  PRESENTATION  BEFORE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
SAN  FRAblCISa)  PLANNING  COMSSIONr    SAN  FRANCISCO 
AIRPORT  EXPANSION,  THURSDAY;  SEPTEMBER  27,  1974 
JAMES  E.  JONES  -  EXECUTIVE  DIRECIOR 

Many  California  communities  are  dependent  directly  on  the  air  travel,  recreation  and 
vacation  industry  —  San  Mateo  County  vADuld  be  drastically  hurt,  economically,  without 
it. 

The  airlines,  motel  and  hotel,  gas  station,  or  travel  agency,  will  obviously  be  on  the 
front  line  of  serving  tourist  and  receiving  his  money  for  goods  and  services.    VJhat  is 
less  apparent  is  the  second  line  of  recipients  of  businesses  and  individuals  viho  also 
receive  these  same  dollars  —  the  contractor  who  built  the  motel  and  maintains  it,  the 
laundries        handle  the  linen,  the  insurance  corpanies        not  only  serve  the  motel, 
but  also  the  contractor  and  the  laundry,  the  grocery  stores  vtere  the  wives  of  the 
motel  enplqyers  as  well  as  those  of  the  laundry  operators  and  contractors,  live  and 
buy  their  food  —  and  the  government  officers  receiving  taxes  from  cill  of  these  and 
many  other  businesses  who  pass  along  these  visitors  dollars  as  they  flow  through  the 
bloodstream  of  the  entire  county  economy. 

And  for  all  its  incone  potential,  it  demands  few  es^jensive  services,  such  as  schools, 
police,  and  fire,  but  through  taxes  helps,  you  and  I  pay  for  them. 

While  the  travel  industry  helps  to  preserve  the  environment,  it  also  often  cures  a  bad 
condition  in  the  environment.    If  any  of  you  were  in  San  Diego  twenty  or  twenty-five 
years  ago  and  saw  Mission  Bay,  you  knew  it  was  a  swaitp  and  a  dump.    In  that  period  of 
time,  we  have  witnessed  the  man-made  creation  of  not  only  a  new  travel  destination  of 
world  renown,  but"" a*"  recreation  environment  that  creates  a  far  better  quality  of  life 
for  all  the  families  living  in  San  Diego.    We  are  creating  destination  facilities  in 
our  own  area  of  the  same  nature. 

They  have  helped  create  a  total  social  and  natural  environment  that  is  the  envy  of  the 
West.    I  could  recount,  just  in  reflecting  on  many  other  home  towns  of  people  here  in 
this  audience,  exaitples  of  how  so-called  "tourist  attractions"  have  iitproved  the  envi- 
ronment for  the  natives  residing  in  these  respective  cireas;  generated  taxes;  made  jobs; 
and  helped  pay  for  goveinment  services  and  salaries  of  officials. 

State  and  County  Beaches  (Picnics,  beachcombing,  etc.)  Coast  Highway  (Ocean 
views,  migrating  whales,  wildf lowers)  State  and  County  Parks  (Nature  trails, 
caitping,  redwood  trees)  Skyline  Drives  (Scenic  drives,  geologic  sites,  cycling) 
County  and  City  Parks  (Boating,  sailing,  sunbathing)  Waterfront  dining,  amuse- 
ment parks)  Special  Events  (Theatrical  productions,  art  shows,  concerts) 
Organized  Tours  (Industrial,  agricultural,  historic  houses)  Spectator  Sports 
(Thoroughbred  racing,  football,  basketball)  Participating  Sports  (Golf,  tennis, 
swimming) 

1 ["ravel,  toxorism,  recreation  —  or  by  whatever  name  this  type  of  leisure  activity  is 
Labled  —  is  certainly  not  an  Aladdin's  iconp  that,  once  rubbed  responds  exactly  as  de- 
jired  or  even  positively.    These  activities  in  an  econonTy  and  total  society  must  be  an 
JiterwDrking  part  of  the  infrastj-ucture  of  our  lives.    But,  this  collection  of 
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FULL  TEXT  OF  PPESENTATION  BEFORE  SAN  FRANCISCD 


SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  COW^SSION:    SAN  FRANCISCO 
AIRPORT  EXPANSION,  THURSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  27,  1974 
JAMES  E.  JONES  -  EXECUTIVE  DIRBCIOR 

Many  California  ccamiunities  are  dependent  directly  on  the  air  travel,  recreation  and 
vacation  industry  —  San  Mateo  County  would  be  drastically  hurt,  economically,  without 
it. 

The  airlines,  itotel  and  hotel,  gas  station,  or  travel  agency,  will  obviously  be  on  the 
front  line  of  serving  tourist  and  receiving  his  money  for  goods  and  services.    V3hat  is 
less  apparent  is  the  second  line  of  recipients  of  businesses  and  individuals  also 
receive  these  same  dollars  —  the  contractor  who  built  the  mstel  and  maintains  it,  the 
laundries  who  handle  the  linen,  the  insurance  ccirpanies  who  not  only  serve  the  motel, 
but  also  the  contractor  and  the  laundry,  the  grocery  stores  v^re  the  wives  of  the 
mDtel  enplqyers  as  well  as  those  of  the  laundry  operators  and  contractors,  live  and 
buy  their  food  —  and  the  government  officers  receiving  taxes  frcan  all  of  these  and 
many  other  businesses  who  pass  along  these  visitors  dollars  as  they  flow  through  the 
bloodstream  of  the  entire  county  econcanny. 

And  for  all  its  inccme  potential,  it  demands  few  e:q5ensive  services,  such  as  schools, 
police,  and  fire,  but  through  taxes  helps,  you  and  I  pay  for  them. 

'While  the  travel  industry  helps  to  preserve  the  environment,  it  also  often  cures  a  bad 
condition  in  the  environment.    If  any  of  you  were  in  San  Diego  twenty  or  twenty-five 
years  ago  and  saw  Mission  Bay,  you  knov  it  was  a  swamp  and  a  dunp.    In  that  period  of 
time,  we  have -'witnessed  the  man-made  creation  of  not  only  a  new  travel  destination  of 
world  renown,  but  a"  recreation  environment  that  creates  a  far  better  quality  of  life 
for  all  the  families  living  in  San  Diego.    We  are  creating  destination  facilities  in 
our  own  area  of  the  same  nature. 

They  have  helped  create  a  total  social  and  natural  environment  that  is  the  envy  of  the 
West.    I  could  recount,  just  in  reflecting  on  many  other  home  towns  of  people  here  in 
this  audience,  examples  of  how  so-called  "tourist  attractions"  have  iitproved  the  envi- 
ronment for  the  natives  residing  in  these  respective  areas;  generated  taxes;  made  jobs; 
I  and  helped  pay  for  government  services  and  salaries  of  officials. 

State  and  County  Beaches  (Picnics,  beachccmbing,  etc.)  Coast  Higt^y  (Ocean 
views,  migrating  whales,  wildf lowers)  State  and  County  Parks  (Nature  trails, 
cairping,  redwood  trees)  Skyline  Drives  (Scenic  drives,  geologic  sites,  cycling) 
County  and  City  Parks  (Boating,  sailing,  sunbathing)  Waterfront  dining,  amuse- 
ment parks)  Special  Events  (Theatrical  productions,  art  shows,  concerts) 
Organized  Tours  (Industrial,  agricultural,  historic  hDUses)  Spectator  Sports 
(Thoroughbred  racing,  football,  basketball)  Participating  Sports  (Golf,  tennis, 
swimnmig) 

Travel,  tourism,  recreation  —  or  by  whatever  name  this  type  of  leisure  activity  is 
labled  —  is  certainly  not  an  Aladdin's  lamp  that,  once  rubbed  responds  exactly  as  de- 
1  sired  or  even  positively.    These  activities  in  an  econonY  and  total  society  must  be  an 
' interworking  part  of  the  infrastructure  of  our  lives.    But,  this  collection  of 
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G.  PAULSON  HETTER,  M.  D. 

EARS,    NOSE,  THROAT 
AND 

RELATED   PLASTIC  SURGERY 

139  ARCH  STREET 
REDWOOD  CITY,  CALIF.  94062 

Telephone  415/364-eooo 


REASONS  FOR  OPPOSING  THE  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  PLAN 


There  are  presently  plans  for  expanding  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
to  increase  the  passenger  traffic  from  approximately  15,000,000  passengers  per 
year  to  32,000,000  passengers  per  year.    There  are  presently  no  studies  to  indi- 
cate the  final  destination  of  persons  who  are  arriving  at  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport.    Many  flights  arrive  in  San  Francisco  which  are  not  fully 
booked  at  the  present  time.    There  is  presently  inadequate  sewage  facilities 
resulting  in  unacceptable  levels  of  water  pollution  around  the  airport.  The 
present  noise  levels  are  bothersome  to  large  numbers  of  persons  living  in  the 
surroundings  of  the  airport.    No  plans  have  been  provided  for  mass  transportation 
from  the  airport  to  final  destination  and  thus  it  is  envisaged  that  the  airport 
will  be  subserved  by  automobiles  and  busses. 

The  Environmental  Pollution  Committee  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Medical  Society 
feels  that  any  increase  in  air  pollution  in  the  area  of  the  airport  would  be 
detrimental  to  the  health  of  significant  numbers  of  persons  with  respiratory 
diseases.    This  air  pollution  will  result  not  only  from  aircraft,  but  more  from 
the  automobile  traffic  used  to  eventually  convey  travelers  to  and  from  the  airport. 
This  increased  automobile  traffic  and  highway  congestion  resulting  from  conveying 
travelers  to  and  from  the  airport  to  their  eventual  destinations  is  of  vast 
importance  resulting  in  air,  noise,  and  traffic  pollution. 

The  cormiittee  feels  that  the  noise  is  already  causing  communication  and  sleep 
problems  in  persons  subjacent  to  the  airport  and  this  can  only  increase  both  by 
virtue  of  the  aircraft  noise  and  ground  traffic  noise. 

Water  pollution  will  increase  both  in  chemical  wastes  from  augmented  air  traffic 
flow  and  biological  waste  from  doubling  the  human  waste  dumpage,    The  California 
Medical  Association  has  recommended  that  all  sewage  have  tertiary  treatment. 
Present  plans  do  not  require  such  adequate  treatment. 


Reasons  for  Opposing  the  Airport  Expansion  Plan 
Page  2 

For  these  reasons,  we  feel  that  it  would  be  severely  detrimental  to  the  health  of 
large  numbers  of  our  patients.    We  request  studies  be  conducted  to  determine  the 
need  for  any  expansion.    It  is  most  important  that  a  regional  approach  to  the 
whole  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  be  considered.    Before  an  expansion  is  allowed  which 
will  lead  to  a  severe  deterioration  of  the  environment  in  the  upper  mid-Peninsula 
area,  studies  must  be  undertaken  to  determine  (1)    the  exact  noise  levels  and  not 
derived  patterns  of  the  present  airport  and  impact  upon  the  affected  communities 
by  interview,  (2)    the  amount  of  air  pollution  generated  by  the  present  airport 
and  the  anticipated  amount  of  increase  by  the  proposed  airport,  (3)    the  present 
state  of  water  pollution  and  the  anticipated  amount  of  added  pollution  and  what 
facilities  are  necessary  to  achieve  tertiary  treatment,  (4)    the  present  amount 
of  solid  waste  production  and  disposal  and  anticipated  handling  of  the  increase 
in  solid  waste  production  taking  into  account  not  only  the  number  of  increased 
passengers,  but  the  increase  in  solid  waste  per  person  that  has  been  occurring 
over  the  last  decades,  (5)    the  land  traffic  pattern  to  include  ultimate  destin- 
ations of  the  people  arriving  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport  and  investigation  of 
civilian  use  of  Travis  or  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base.    It  may  well  prove  that  many 
persons  are  eventually  traveling  to  the  East  Bay,  the  South  Bay,  or  Marin.  If 
this  is  the  case,  expansion  of  other  airports,  to  include  a  North  Bay  airport, 
should  be  done  so  that  persons  arriving  in  the  Bay  Area  will  land  at  the  approp- 
riate sides  and  ends  of  the  Bay  to  reduce  land  traffic.  Non-automobile-based 
rapid  transit  facilities  should  be  provided  so  that  no  increase  in  automobile 
traffic  on  the  subjacent  roads  and  highways  be  produced. 

Only  when  these  aspects  are  completely  examined  and  hard  data  presented  can  it 
be  considered  that  the  environmental  impact  of  the  propsed  airport  has  been 
examined  adequately  enough  that  a  decision  about  expansion  can  be  considered. 
There  ought  not  be  a  hurry  on  the  part  of  persons  involved  in  this  expansion. 
Such  a  major  facility  whose  impact  will  be  irreversible  should  not  be  approved 
of  until  all  of  the  above  health  and  environmental  questions  have  been  studied 
to  the  satisfaction  of  objective  judges  uninvolved  economically  in  the  expansion. 

Empowered  by  the  Committee, 


GPH/fgs 
8-30-73 


^8  Montgomery  St.  San  Francisco,  California  94111 

Phone:  775-1812  - 
Sue  Smith,  Chairman  981-6640 
Regional  Affairs  Septamber  7,  1973 

llflr.  UJalter  Nemman 

President  of  the  Planning  Commission 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  Ca  94102 

Re:     S«F,  Airport  Expansion  Plan  -  DEIR,  Sept.  27th. 

Dear  [Ylr.  Newman: 

In  regard  to  the  public  hearing  of  the  Airport  DEIR, 
I  u/ould  like  to  suggps^  for  your  consideration: 

(1)  that  uiB  in  San  Francisco  give  aujay  to.  residents 
and  officials  of  Peninsula  communities  who  plan  to  speak, 

(2)  that  Bay  Area  agencies  directly  affected  by  the 
Airport  expansion  be  invited  to  testify  so  that  any 
conflicts  or  questions  regarding  the  DEIR  ASSUWPTI ONS 
can  be  more  quickly  resolved: 

Air  PollutioQ  Control  Board,  Uiater  Quality  Control 
Board,  District  Highway  Engineer,  Dept.  of  Transportation, 
WTC,  USGS   (both  in  regard  to  earthquake  hazards  and  public 
invQstmont  visa  vis  Oakland  and  San  Francisco  Airports^  and 
its  study  of  energy  and  natural  resources). 

It  appears  that  most  politians  would  rather  not  think 
about  the  airport  expansion  at  all  -  I  don't  know  how  your 
Commission  thinks  of  itself. 

Unfortunately,  the  Airport  issued  the  most  inadequate 
EIR.     An  EIR  should  be  in  the  form  of  an  arm  lengths  audit 
not  an  apology  reaching  for  ludicrous  glossing  over  of  real 
effects.     It  is  a  pity  that  the  CPD  would  have  to  put  its 
good  name  on  such  a  product  -  I  dhouldthink  at  least  a 
disclaimer  clause  would  have  been  prudent. 

An  EIR  is  at  heart  a  common  sense  evaluation  of  what 
a  project  does  to  and  for  an  area  over  the  long  term  -  it 
will  serve  us  all  well.     In  a  certain  sense  the  planner  is 
a 'has-been',  it  is  a  day  of  experts  in  natural  resources, 
allocation  and  public  investment  -  that  is  the  information 
cruciafl]  to  every  project.     The  Airport  almost  completely  avoids 
responsibility  for  addressing  this  most  pressing  issue  - 
where  and  how  will  they  obtain  2  times  as  much  natural  gas, 
fuel  for  aircraft  and  airport  user's  autos,  power. 

Uie  sent  IYlr»   3acabs  a  letter,   3uly  8th  questioning  the 
assumptions  of  the  EIR  -  the  August  DEIR  answers  none  of 
these  points.     We  ask  that  each  commissiorf^t)e  sent  a  copy 
of  this  letter.     Where  assumptions  are  made  in  the  DEIR 
concerning  airline  policy  and  operation,  we,   of  course, 
insist  that  the  airlines  serving  San  Francisco  respond. 
I  think  you  will  agree,  lYlr.  Newman,   that  the  airport  has 
little  control  over  the  managjement  of  the  airlines  so  that 
a  little  testing  of  assumptions  is  warranted. 


UJe  uiould  also  ask  that  a  copy/of  the  study  done  for 
SFT  arid  the  Ecology  Center  be  sent  each  commissioner. 
Ilia  paid  EIP,Inc»  to  do  an  evaluation  for  us  -  lue  in  no  uiay 
predetermined  the  outcome  of  the  evaluation.     It  luas  to 
underline  our  determination  that  the  EIR  process  be  used 
fully  and  properly  that  lue  hired  a  top  consultant  in  the 
field. 

Surely  the  15  year  history  of  Verba  Buena  teaches 
us  a  lesson.  Unless  the  Planning  Commission  prefers 

to  vacate  the  field  of  planning  and  leave  it  to  theCourtsi 
If  not,  there  is  much  that  will  have  to  be  done  that  is 
not  noui  being  done  at  the  City  Planning  Department. 


Susan  (Yl.  Smith 


sms/ s 


728  Montgomery  St.  San  Francisco,  California  94111 

Phone:  775-1812  - 
981-6640 


Sue  Smith,  Chairman 
Regional  Affairs 


July  8,  1973 


ITlr,  Allan  Dacobs 

City  Planning  Director 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 


JUL  1 1  1973 


Re:     Environment  Impact  Report  -  S»F.  Intl»  Airport  Expansion, 

Dear  lYlr,  Jacobs: 

Although  our  organization  raised  a  good  many  questions 
as  did  other  groups  during  the  brief  consideration  given  the 
EIR  by  the  Airport  Commission,  not  only  u/ere  many  ansujers 
inadequate  but  new  questions  have  arisen.     Uie  hope  that  your 
staff  can  give  some  attention  to  these  concerns: 

(1)  Alternatives  - 

.  Considelration  of  staged  grouith  so  that  Oakland  Airport 
provides  service  for  the  next  8  or  9  million  passengers  -  it 
is  called  a  nearer  airport  for  more  users  in  the  RASS  study. 
Such  staging  represents  savings  in  auto  use  both  conserving 
gas  and  cutting  domn  resultant  air  pollution;     secondly  Oakland 
has  better  BART/bus  connections. 

(2)  Groiuth  forecasts  - 

(a«)     3une  1973  Chronicle  article  describing  the  elimination 
of  2700  departures  bettieen  Chicago  and  San  Francisco  because  of 
overcapacity • 

(b)       JUN  19,   1973  Travel  UJaekly  -  EAL  economist  predicts 
for  travel  for  remainder  of  1973  and  all  of  1974  'not  encouraging', 

(i)       3UN/3UL  1973  foreign  carriers  in  general  along  with 
U.S.  carriers  indicate  air  travel  to  Europe  falling  much  beloui 
anticipation  for  summer,     (Lodging  and  food  costs  in  Japan, 
Hong  Kong',  Northern  European  countries  mounting  steeply  -  fluctuation 
of  dollar  creating  unaccustomed  expense,   delays  for  Americans.) 

(d)       Air  travel  cost  is  to  increase  to  Hau/aii   (where  it  is 
below  a  break  even  point).   Pacific  and  has  been  effected  everywhere 
by  6%  revaluation;     in  the  U<,S,  due  to  lawsuits  charing  inequities, 
family  plan  and  youth  fares  are  being  phased  out. 

None  of  these  factors  which  directly  affect  growth  of  air 
travel  have  been  anticipated  in  any  significant  way  in  the 
Airport  Expansion  Plan  EIR  and  economic  analysis. 

Two  of  the  largest  carriers  -  Pan  Am  and  American  have  been 
suffering  severe  losses;  in  the  recent  past  both  Pan  Am  and  TliiA 
have  been  close  to  bankruptcy* 

(3)  Cargo  traffic  growth  and  its  effect  on  freeways  and  roads. 
Although  this  may  be  the  real   'sleeper'   in  the  growth  forecasts, 
no  analysis  of  traffic  effects  has  been  made.     This  is  a  serious 
and  unacceptable  omd)ssion« 


(4)     Utilization  of  large  aircraft,  u»ith  the  quietest  anginas. 

The  assumption  of  almost  complete  reliance  on  large 
aircraft  is  made  in  the  EIR  in  order  to  bhouj  that  with  twice 
the  volume  of  passengers  (and  u;ho  knows  houi  much  cargo) ,  there 
u/ill  be  no  more  take  offs  and  landings  than  there  are  nouj# 

Uie  ask  that  the  10  major  useS-s  of  San  Francisco  Airport 
be  required  to  furnish  the  composition  of  their  fleets  now  using 
SFIA  and  the  composition  they  expect  to  use  in  1985«  (American 
Airlines  for  one  is  being  widely  quoted  in  having  an  improper  mix 
of  aircraft  having  placed  too  great  reliance  on  large  planes.) 

The  foliiowing  additional  questions  might  be  asked: 
PSA,   UAL,  AfTlERICAN,  WESTERN,  PAN  AIYl,  UNITED,  AIR  CALIFORNIA, 
DELTA,   NATIONAL,  TUiA. 

a.     Estimate  ^  of  aircraft  using  S.F,  on  mean  average  day, 
and  on  average  24  hour  day  in  peak  month,   of  1972  -  and  then 
in  1985. 

b«     Estimate  capacity   (total)  and  load  factor,  for  1972  &  1985, 

c.  Provide  breakdown  of  kind  of  aircraft  with  capacity  noted 
for  1972  and  1985  -  for  mean  average  day,  and  mean  average  day  peak 
month. 

d.  In  a  day's  operation  how  many  of  your  aircraft  »i:*h 
are  equipped  with  quietest  available  engines^^  with  low  pollution 
(percentage);     when  do  you  expect  to  retrofit  older  jet  aircraft 
with  such  engines;     what  aircraft  have  best  engines  from  noise 
and  pollution  standpoint;  when  do  you  expect  to  introduce  these 
or  similiar  aircraft;   in  1985  what  percentage  of  your  fleet  will 
have  such  characteristics.     Uihat  is  the  capacity  of  the  aircraft 
known  for  their  superior  engine  operation? 

e.  What  effect  will  load  factor  have  on  noise  effect  on 
surrounding  neighborhoods  of  SFIA? 

What  do  you  consider  to  be  a  realistic  load  factor 
requirement  -  should  it  be  mandated  by  local  government  or  CAB? 

f.  In  order  to  lessen  nighttime  noise  for  Peninsula  residents 
would  you  consent  to  an  Airport  agreement  to  ban  all  flights  between 
11pm  and  6am  at  SFIA  —  the  court  recently  struck  down  the  right  of 

a  community  to  legislate  this  -  but  can  the  Airport  make  such  a 
rule  with  consent  of  airlines? 

g.  Presuming  that  the  airport  increases  its  operation  to 
31  million  passengers  as  planned  and  resultant  increase  cargo 
operation,  what  needs  will  your  airline   (presuming  you  have  your 
share  of  the  increase)   for  additional  maintenance  and  parking 
facilities  at  S.F.I. A.   for  aircraft.     Have  you  already  been  granted 
suCh  space  -  is  it  available?       Will  there  be  a  need  to  go 
elsewhere  for  these  necessitating  take-offs  not  planned  in  projections. 

Since  the  Airport  Expansion  is  based  upon  PRESUIKIED  positive  answers 
to  many  of  the  above  questions,  it  seems  only  fair  to  require  that 
the  airlines  put  some  time  into  making  more  reliable  estimates  that 
the  public  can  have  in  wtiting  so  that  responsibility  can  be 
fairly  pAoaced  on  either  the  airport  or  the  airlines  if  projections 
are  grossly  out  of  kilter. 


f 


(5)  (VITC,  Air  Pollution  Control  Board,  Uiater  Quality  Control 
Board,  District  Division  of  Highu/ays  all  entered  letters  disagreeing 
uiith  basie  pollution  data  -  or  the  effects  of  the  expansion  on 
pollution  factors. 

These  objections  must  be  exp-lored  in  depth  -  andiue  u/ould 
request  that  such  agencies  not  only  comment  in  u/riting  but 
be  asked  to  testify  briefly  at  public  hearings  so  that  the  public 
becomes  more  aiuara  of  the  hazards  and  complications  involved  in 
these  continued  and  large  scale  growth  plans. 

(6)  Earthquake  and  Tsunami  uuave  hazards  -  '  anvironmBn6al  cost 
hazards'  —  the  final  plan  contained  information  lue  believe  needs 
further  evaluation,     \iie  ask  for  more  expert  testimony. 

It  is  notu  becoming  accepted  that  public  investment  in  flood 
plains  should  be  restrained.     Nouj  that  earthquake  hazards  are 
becoming  better  known  -  public  investment  should  be  similiarly 
monitored,  in  order  to  limit  losses  and  lessen  the  financial 
disaster  when  earthquakes  strike,, 

Bay  fill  is  one  of  the  least  stabile  kinds  of  sites  in  an 
earthquake  -  all  Bay  Area  airports  except  Tfavis  appear  to  be 
in  large  part  on  Bay  Fill. 

Therefore  this  factor  should  be  given  consideration  where 
it  has  received  none.     Additionally  Oakiand  andSan  Francisco 
Airports  are  said  by  EIR  to  be  on  different  earthquake  faults 
so  that  some  argument  could  surely  be  made  that  investment  at 
airports   (from  public  sector  and  interms  of  providing  public 
transportation)  should  be  more  equalized  -  where  one  airport 
may  be  badly  damaged  the  other  would  be  much  less  so  in  major  trembler 
eri^^OMf*^  and  thus  could  function  in  the  public  interest. 

(7)  EPA  has  been  given  authority  to  limit  growth  of  §11  traffic 
inducing  facilities.     What  is  their  position  vis  a  vis  S.F.I»A.? 

(8)  Please  find  enclosed  t^e  speech  by  Governor  Sargent  of 
lYlassachusBtts  whose  task  force  reported  many  negative  findings 
in  the  move  to  expand  Boston*s  Dogan  Airport  including  that 

the  expansion  depended  on  millions  of  dollars  in  transit  construction, 
bridges  and  feeeways  -  which  lacked  community  approval,  planning 
and  funding  -  and  that  the  airport  oould  expand  at  the   'pain  and 
suffering*   of  surrounding  neighborhoods.     In  1971  he  blocked  and 
has  continued  to  block  any  further  expansion. 

SFT  even  before  receiving  a  copy  of  this  speech  attempted  to 
make  a  major  point  that  the  airlines/airport  should  direct  and 
fund  a  transit  system  proving  that  they  could  move  air  passengers 
by  other  than  85%  auto  use  BEFORE  any  expansion  plan  went  forward. 
This  would  require  a  charter  amendment. 

3FK  Airport  is  tortured  by   the  auto  access  probfliem  and  lack  of 
transit  showing  the  follji  of  permitting  expansion  without  prior 
transit  system  in  operation. 

(9)  SFT  and  the  Ecology  Center  hired  EIP,  Inc.  to  audit  the  EIR. 
This  report  is  enclosed  —  note  the  question  about  additioQai  gate 
positions  if  there  are  to  be  no  more  take  offs  and  landings  than  now. 

The  FAA  and  EPA  will  probably  do  an  EIS  -  we  hope  that  City  Planning 
will  do  an  admirable  job  that  will  compare.  pj      _  wv>ttA/ 


e  job  that  will  compare.  r\ 
Sincerely,  Susan  lYlo  Smith  >V^'V>»>\ 


SAN  FRANCISCO  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
100  MCALLISTER  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


SPNED-E 


21  September  1973 


Mr.  Allan  B.  Jacobs 
Director  of  Planning 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Dear  Mr.  Jacobs: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  10  August  1973,  in  which 
you  requested  Corps  of  Engineers  review  and  comment  on  your  draft  environ- 
mental impact  report  for  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion,  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  California. 

Comparisons  of  impacts  between  1970-73  pollution  standards  and  1985-86 
pollution  predictions,  as  well  as  the  associated  environmental  concerns 
in  both  time  periods,  is  adequately  discussed  in  the  report.  However, 
the  report  is  inadequate  in  discussion  of  environmental  impacts  during 
the  construction  period  (1973  to  1985) .     Specific  construction  related 
impacts,  socio-economic  (health,  safety,  needs  and  welfare  of  the  public) , 
pollution  (air,  water,  visual)  and  those  caused  by  the  transportation 
system  need  to  be  addressed  for  this  time  period. 

The  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  permits  have  been  granted  for  the 
outflow  line  from  the  existing  sewage  plant,  the  new  deep  water  outfall 
from  the  South  San  Francisco/San  Bruno  Sewage  Treatment  Plant,  and  storm 
water  outfalls  for  rimways  28R  and  28L.     Permits  will  also  be  required 
for  pumped  storm  water  outfalls  from  runways  19R  and  19L,  for  any  work 
bayward  of  where  the  mean  higher  high  water  line  intersects  the  shore- 
line and  for  any  work  in  former  tidelands,  shoreward  of  dikes  and  levees, 
which  are  below  the  elevation  of  mean  higher  high  water. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  your  EIR  on  San  Francisco  Airport 
Expansion.    The  San  Francisco  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  has  no  further 
comment  at  this  time. 


RtCEIVED 

SEP  2:  1973 


H.  E.  PAPE,  JR. 

Chief,  Engineering  Division 


CITY  &  c 
DEPT.  O 


nr  or  s.  p. 

PUANNINQ 


Keep  Freedom  in  Tour  Future  With  U.S.  Savings  Bonds 


e 


ATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— BUSINESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  AGENCY 


RONALD  REAGAN,  Governor 


0.  BOX  3366  RINCON  ANNEX 
FRANCISCO  94119 


:PARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 


HVISION  OF  HIGHWAYS 


September  21,  1973 


Mr.  R.  Spencer  Steele 

Acting  Environmental  Review  Officer 

Department  of  Planning 

City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Steele: 

We  have  reviewed  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  expansion  and  offer 
the  following  comments. 

In  Appendix  I  on  page  4  of  our  letter  to  Mr.  Dwyer  dated 
April  17,  1973,  the  first  sentence  should  read;     "This  is 
over  the  l8o,000  VPD  capacity  of  an  average  eight  lane 
freeway. " 

cyOn  pages  II-6  and  III-22,  you  state  that  Route  380  will  prevent 
an  increase  in  traffic  through  1985,  on  Millbrae  Avenue.  This 
is  not  quite  correct.    Traffic  on  Millbrae  Avenue  will  increase 
between  1973  and  1985.    The  opening  of  Route  38O    will  cause  a 
slight  decrease  in  the  traffic  on  Millbrae  Avenue  initially  but  it 
will  increase  after  that  date.    The  data  attached  to  our  letter 
dated  April  17,  1973  indicated  that  the  Airport  expansion  would  not 
significantly  affect  Millbrae  Avenue. 

cyon  page  III-20  the  completion  date  for  Interstate  380  should  be 
1978. 

J  On  page  III-22  the  summary  of  the  results  of  our  study  should  be 
rephrased.    The  first  result  should  read  "Vehicular  traffic 
demand  now  exceeds  peak  hour  capacity  on  Route  101...".  The 
second  result  should  read  "Because  Route  101  will  be  at  capacity 
during  the  peak  hour,...".    The  reason  for  this  requested  change 
is  that  a  roadway's  capacity  is  never  exceeded  by  the  number  of 
cars  actually  on  the  road  but  by  the  number  of  cars  that  want 
to  use  it. 


The  first  sentence  on  page  III-23  should  read  "Vehicular  traffic 
on  San  Bruno  Avenue  west  of  Route  101...".  The  ADTs  listed  are 
for  this  area. 

Truck  traffic  increases  are  included  in  our  study.  Experience 
with  traffic  operations  on  Route  101  in  this  area  have  shown  that 
truck  volumes  do  not  need  to  be  considered  separately. 


Mr.  R.  Spencer  Steele 
Page  2. 

September  21,  1973 


On  page  IV-l  the  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  should 
read,  "It  was  concluded  that  since  vehicular  traffic  demand 
^  exceeds  the  capacity  of  Route  101...".    The  change  is  requested 
for  the  reason  listed  previously.    Also  the  term  "practical 
capacity"  is  no  longer  used. 

Yours  very  truly, 

T.  R.  LAMMERS 
District  Director 


i>ed^  Project  Development 
A  Branch 


i 


Danaher,  Gunn  8c  Klyistn 


LAWYERS 


JAMCS  T.  DANAHER 


STANFORD  FINANCIAL  SQUARE 


JOHN  B.  GUNN 


MICHAEL  KLYNN 


2eOO  EL  CAMINO  REAL 


PALO  ALTO,  CALIFORNIA  9A30& 


September  24,  1973 


Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Attention:     R.  Spencer  Steele 

Acting  Environmental  Review  Officer 

Re:     Hearing  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
on  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion 

Dear  Mr.  Steele: 

I  am  enclosing  a  statement  for  your  hearing  which  is  scheduled 
for  Thursday,  September  27,  1973.     I  am  submitting  this  state- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  Northern  California  Regional  Conservation 
Committee  of  the  Sierra  Club. 

I  do  not  believe  that  I  will  be  able  to  be  present  for  the  hearing. 
In  that  event  I  would  appreciate  your  introducing  these  comments 
into  your  file.     If  for  any  reason  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  be 
present  in  person  I  would  appreciate  a  telephone  call  to  me  or 
my  secretary  so  notifying  me  as  soon  as  possible. 

I  am  enclosing  a  resume  of  my  qualifications  to  comment  on  this 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this  matter. 


Very  truly  yours. 


MWE :  le 
Ends . 


cc : 


Peninsula  Conservation  Center 
Attention:     Pam  Duel 


Mrs.  Sally  Cooper 


Marjorie  W.  Evans 
Suite  506 

aeOO  BXi  OAAf  INO  HBAIi.  PAXO  AiyTO,  Ci^IjISX>BNIA  &4306        TELaPHONB  (415)  326-1 141 


Dr.  Evans  is  an  attorney  practicing  law  with  the  firm  of 
Danaher,  Gunn  &  Klynn,  2600  El  Camino  Real,  Palo  Alto, 
California. 

General  Scientific  Expertise 

Ph.D.  University  of  California  at  Berkeley,  physical  chemistry, 
1945. 

Scientific  research  and  management  in  chemical  physics  including 
hydrodynamics  and  thermodynamics,  at  California  Research  Corpor- 
ation, New  York  University,  Princeton  University,  Armour  Research 
Foundation,  and  Stanford  Research  Institute,  1945  to  1968. 
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SUMMARY 

These  remarks  are  directed  to  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  with  respect  to  the  question  of  noise. 

It  is  no  longer  a  matter  of  debate  that  commercial  airports  in  general, 
and  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  in  particular,  inflict  on 
residential  areas  for  miles  around  an  unacceptable  environmental  burden 
of  noise.     See  for  example  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972,  Public  Law  92-574, 
July,  1973;  and  Report  to  Congress  on  Aircraft/Airport  Noise,  being  the 
Report  of  the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in 
Compliance  with  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972. 

Neither  is  it  any  longer  a  matter  of  debate  that  airport  owners  and 
operators,  federal  and  state  agencies,  and  airline  operators  have  an 
affirmative  responsibility  to  reduce  this  noise.      (See  Law  and  Report 
referenced  above.) 

The  sole  remaining  area  of  discussion  concerns  the  measures  which  must 
be  taken  by  these  parties  to  reduce  the  noise.     The  subject  of  this 


hearing  is  the  sufficiency  with  which  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  as  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport, 
has  met  the  requirements  of  the  State  of  California  with  respect 
to  measures  proposed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
mitigating  adverse  environmental  effects  of  this  proposed  project. 

We  contend  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  fails  to  meet 
in  a  meaningful  way  the  requirement  mandated  by  the  California  En- 
vironmental Quality  Act,  as  amended  and  the  "Guidelines  for  Imple- 
mentation of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970",  to 
specify  precise  and  enforc^ble  mitigation  measures  which  will  lead 
to  a  reduction  in  noise  if  this  expansion  is  permitted.     The  Miti- 
gation Measures  section   (Part  4)   consists  of  three  superficial 
sentences.     The  measures  proposed  are  incomplete,  inadequate,  mis- 
leading and  superficial.     For  this  reason  the  Draft  Report  is  un- 
acceptable.    It  cannot  be  acceptable  until  definite,  effective  and 
enforceable  mitigation  measures  are  specified  in  the  Report. 


DETAILED  SPECIFIC  MITIGATION 
MEASURES  MUST  BE  SET  OUT 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  under  which  this  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  is  prepared,  requires  under  the  Public 
Resources  Code  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  include  miti- 
gation measures : 

PS  §21100:   ...Such  a  report  shall  include  a 
detailed  statement  setting  forth  the  following: 

•  •  • 

(c)  Mitigation  measures  proposed  to  minimize 
the  impact. 


Presumably  the  Legislature  had  in  mind  what  it  said,  i.e.,  that  a 
detailed  statement  shall ,  hence  must,  be  set  forth. 


THE  DRAFT  SETS  FORTH  ONLY  SUPERFICIAL 
AND  MISLEADING  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

The  Draft  Report  contains  only  statements  which  are  vague  and  little 
more  than  wishes  and  hopes.     For  example,  the  Summary   (page  1-1) 
says  only: 

"The  expanded  facilities  will  allow  more  of 
the  larger  and  quieter  aircraft  to  use  San 
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Francisco  International  Airport." 


and  the  only  Mitigation  Measure  (Section  4)  related  to  noise  says  in 
an  off-hand  way: 

"Noise  from  aircraft  will  be  reduced.  The 
existing  program  of  take-offs  and  landings 
over  water  when  weather  conditions  permit 
will  be  continued.     Introduction  of  larger 
aircraft  with  quieter  engines  will  aid  in 
reducing  noise  levels." 


ABSENT  DETAILED  MITIGATION  MEASURES  THE 
AIRPORT  CANNOT  BE  RELIED  UPON  TO 
BRING  ABOUT  NOISE  REDUCTION 

On  prior  occasions  when  expansions  were  proposed  for  this  Airport, 
soothing  pronouncements  similar  to  the  present  ones  were  made  to 
the  effect  that  no  adverse  effects  would  result.     But  in  fact,  once 
the  construction  was  completed  the  Airport  went  merrily  on  its  way 
expanding  flight  operations  and  increasing  its  noise  impact  on 
surrounding  residential  areas.     As  a  consequence,  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  has  no  credibility,  and  more  than  phrases  con- 
sisting of  words  of  probability  and  of  pious  hopes  are  required,  both 
because  of  the  history  of  the  Airport  and  more  importantly  under  the 
requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act   (CEQA) , 
which,  we  repeat,  requires  under  the  Act  a  detailed  statement. 

The  hazard  of  allowing  the  Airport  to  proceed  without  requiring  its 
commitment  to  specific  mitigation  measures  is  evident  from  an  analysis 
of  the  Reports  treatment  of  the  expansion  and  operations.     The  Report 
at  page  2-16  predicts  an  annual  increase  in  the  total  number  of  air 
carrier  operations  of  fifteen  percent   (15%)   as  a  result  of  the  pro- 
posed expansion.     It  then  states  an  assumption  vis-a-vis  the  resulting 
noise  contours,  namely  that  the  noise  contours  will  shrink  due  to 

"...the  introduction  of  the  new,   less  noisy, 
high-bypass-ratio  turbo-fan  aircraf t . . . and  the 
assumed  retrofit  by  1985  of  all  1970  aircraft 
to  meet  1970  Federal  Noise  Certification  Standards 
for  New  Aircraft."    [emphasis  added] 

What  are  labelled  as  mitigation  measures  are  thus  nothing  more  than 
wishful  thinking.     Replacement  of  present  aircraft  by  high-bypass- 
ratio  low-noise     aircraft  is  by  no  means  assured  in  the  next  fifteen 
years.     The  Report  shows  that  an  actual  increase  in  number  of  operations 
will  occur.     The  recalcitrance  of  airline  operators  to  noise  control 
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efforts  is  historic;  the  Airport  will  have  no  help  from  its  tenants 
in  this  regard. 


FEDERAL  PRE-EMPTION  IS  NOT  A  QUESTION  HERE 

Once  the  expansion  is  complete,  if  past  and  present  behavior  is  any 
guide,   the  Airport  and  the  airlines  will  argue  that  their  hearts  are 
in  the  right  place  but  they  are  unfortunately  powerless  to  control 
the  number  of  flights,  or  to  insist  on  the  introduction  of  new,  quiet 
planes,  or  on  noise  retrofit  or  other  proven  noise-reducing  techniques. 
They  will  assert  that  they  are  powerless  to  enforce  any  methods  of 
reducing  noise  around  airports,  because  this  can  be  done  only  by 
overall  federal  regulation. 

That  contention  itself  is  suspect.     Under  the  recent  U.   S.  Supreme 
Court  decision.  City  of  Burbank  v.  Lockheed  Air  Terminal,  Inc., 

 U.S.  (1973),  Slip  Op.  No.   71-1637,  the  Court  appears 

to  say  that  while  the  State  cannot  use  its  police  power  to  protect 
its  citizens  from  aircraft  noise  presently  occurring,  an  airport 
owner  as  a  proprietor  may  do  so   (see  Footnote  14) . 

However,  our  problem  has  nothing  to  do  with  any  such  pre-emption 
by  the  federal  government.     We  are  dealing  here  with  a  California 
legislative  act   (CEQA,  as  amended)   and  it  sjudicial  interpretation 
by  the  California  Supreme  Court   (Friends  of  Mammoth  v.  Mono  County, 
8  C3d  247   (1972)),  which  is  concerned  with  prospective  projects  and 
environmental  insults.     It  applies  to  both  public  and  private  projects, 
and  is  designed  to  set  out  clearly  for  the  public  before  the  project 
is  permitted  the  environmental  consequences ,  and  the  mitigation 
measures  which  will  be  put  into  effect  to  forestall  adverse  environ- 
mental consequences.     The  federal  government  has  no  pre-emption 
rights  which  force  the  State  or  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
to  expand  its  airport.     The  State  does  have  the  right  to  assure  in 
advance  that  no  environmental  insult  will  result  from  any  project 
within  its  borders. 


CONCLUSION 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  does  not  state  with  the 
required  detail  the  mitigation  measures  which  will  guarantee  that 
an  increase  in  noise  will  not  result  from  the  proposed  expansion. 
Many  such  measures  are  available.     The  Report  must  be  modified  to 
set  out  satisfactory  mitigation  measures,  and  specified  methods  by 
which  they  will  be  accomplished. 
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Either  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  must  find  ways  to 
guarantee  under  lease  arrangements  with  airlines,  or  by  similarly 
enforceable  methods,  that  the  ultimate  effect  of  the  expansion  of 
the  Airport  will  not  be  to  increase  noise  but  to  decrease  it,  or 
the  expansion  may  not  be  permitted  since  the  only  available  miti- 
gation measure  will  be  that  of  not  expanding  at  all. 
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September  25,  1973 

Mr.  Allan  B.  Jacobs 

Director  of  Planning 

Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Jacobs: 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  most  recent  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program. 
As  you  may  know,  the  City  of  Millbrae  received  an  earlier  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  same  project  dated  January  1973.    After  reviewing 
the  January  Environmental  Impact  Report,  the  City  of  Millbrae  forwarded 
a  number  of  comments  back  to  the  Airports  Commission  in  a  letter  dated 
March  12,   1973,  which  basically  summarized  our  comments  with  respect 
to  that  report. 

As  a  result  of  the  August  Environmental  Impact  Report,  the  City  of 
Millbrae  would  like  to  make  additional  comments,  particularly  since 
this  report  is  much  more  comprehensive  than  the  earlier  one.  Basically, 
I  will  try  to  follow  the  format  of  the  August  Report,  either  by  indicating 
page  or  section  number.    Please  note  the  following: 

Page  2 

There  are  two  comments  on  this  page  that  need  to  be  clarified.  First, 
mention  is  made  of  the  BART  System  in  that  it  would  lessen  the  amount 
of  traffic  generated  as  a  result  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion  Program.    Unfortunately,  there  is  little  if  any  information  in 
terms  of  what  will  happen  if  BART  is  not  completed. 

Further,  there  is  a  comment  which  indicates  that  "while  the  traffic  on 
Millbrae  Avenue  in  1985  would  remain  at  the  same  level  of  1972".  This 
seems  to  contradict  many  areas  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  concern- 
ing increased  traffic  on  surrounding  streets.    After  further  review  of  the 
Report,  I  noted  with  interest  that  this  statement  seems  to  come  from  a  letter 
to  the  Airport  Director  from  the  State  Division  of  Highways.    I  find  this  com- 
ment to  be  extremely  difficult  to  accept  unless  the  traffic  on  Millbrae  Avenue 
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is  related  only  to  that  traffic  which  is  west  of  the  Millbrae  Avenue  Overpass. 

At  the  present  time,  the  Millbrae  Overpass,  which  is  an  extension  of 
Millbrae  Avenue,  is  heavily  taxed  in  terms  of  use.     The  City  is  very  concerned 
about  the  Overpass  and  Millbrae  Avenue  on  the  east  side  of  the  Overpass. 
Traffic  conditions  are  becoming  unbearable  at  certain  points  of  the  day  and 
with  the  number  of  airport  passengers  doubling  by  1985,  we  are,  undoubtedly, 
going  to  have  some  very  severe  problems  associated  with  this  portion  of 
Millbrae  Avenue. 

Page  3 

There  is  a  notation  on  this  page  indicating  that  one  of  the  probable  adverse 
environmental  effects  which  cannot  be  avoided  is  the  increase  in  vehicle  traffic 
at  the  Airport  and  on  roads  leading  to  the  Airport.     This  seems  to  substantiate 
the  concerns  that  I  expressed  about  Millbrae  Avenue. 

Page  4 

Mention  is  made  here  of  quieter  aircraft  as  a  result  of  using  larger  airplanes. 
This  comment  certainly  prompts  the  question  of  what  will  happen  between  now 
and  1985  in  terms  of  noise  reduction. 

After  reviewing  this  page,  it  would  appear  that  the  Report  is  saying  that  because 
the  Expansion  Program  is  designed  to  take  place  within  existing  Airport 
boundaries,  there  will  be  no  need  for  land  acquisition.    Is  this,  in  effect,  saying 
that  the  Expansion  Program  will  not  cause  any  land  to  be  condemned  because  of 
the  Expansion  Program  and,  particularly,  with  respect  to  the  property  of 
adjacent  Millbrae  residents? 

This  page  also  notes  that  the  Expansion  Program  includes  two  high-speed  exit- 
taxiways.    Will  there  be  any  take-off  or  warm-up  activity  associated  with  the 
proposed  taxi  ways? 

Page  5 

The  first  point  on  this  page  indicates  that  provisions  have  been  made  to  assist 
adjacent  communities  in  improving  road  intersections  that  join  the  Airport 
frontage  roads.     I  have  had  some  difficulty  in  locating  any  such  improvements 
for  the  City  of  Millbrae.    Perhaps  a  member  of  your  staff  can  indicate  where 
these  improvements  will  be  and  what  the  timetable  is  for  completion  if  there 
are  any  improvements  for  Millbrae. 

Next,  there  is  an  indication  that  a  noise  monitoring  system  is  being  implemented 
so  that  accurate  data  will  be  available  to  describe  airport  noise.    Will  this 
information  be  available  to  neighboring  cities  and  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission 
If  the  answer  is  "yes",  approximately  when  will  we  be  able  to  begin  analyzing 
the  data? 
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Page  7 

On  this  page,  there  is  a  limited  amount  of  explanation  associated  with  the  Growth 
Inducing  Impact.     The  report  states  that  "this  increase  in  capacity  would  double 
the  present  usage  of  the  Airport,  and  would  induce  population  and  employment 
growth  in  the  immediate  vicinity".      It  would  be  helpful  if  additional  information 
were  made  available  indicating  how  the  growth  will  be  distributed  in  the  "immediate 
vicinity". 

Page  1-6  to  Figure  I- 11 

This  section  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  deals  with  the  various  stages 
of  construction.    Each  stage  seem^s  to  be  in  terms  of  meeting  the  needs  of  the 
Airport  as  related  to  the  specific  points  in  time  that  the  construction  will  be 
taking  place.    It  appears  that  each  stage  tends  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  the 
following  stage,  which  is  certainly  commendable  from  a  planning  standpoint. 
The  City  of  Millbrae  would  like  to,  once  again,  express  an  interest  that  the 
traffic  problems  associated  with  the  Airport  Expansion  Program  be  viewed 
much  in  the  same  manner.    As  each  stage  progresses,  we  would  like  to  make 
certain  that  traffic  needs  are  met  in  a  similar  manner  so  that  the  existing 
traffic  congestion  is  not  compounded,  but  rather,  it  is    part  of  a  planned  pro- 
gram that  will  eventually  lead  to  far  better  circulation  than  presently  exists. 
This  comment  should  be  related  to  not  only  the  City  of  Millbrae  but  all  of  the 
surrounding  communities  that  will  directly  be  affected  by  the  Expansion  Program. 

Page  III  -2 

A  reference  is  made  to  air  turbulence  on  this  page.    As  a  result,  we  question 
whether  or  not  this  type  of  air  disturbance  will,  in  any  way,  adversely  affect 
television  or  radio  reception  in  the  City  of  Millbrae.    With  the  addition  of  the 
proposed  larger  aircraft,  are  we  apt  to  expect  unforeseen  future  problems  of 
this  type? 

Page  III -5  and  6 

After  reviewing  the  two  charts  that  have  been  prepared  by  Wyle  Laboratories, 
the  question  arises  as  to  whether  or  not  these  charts  conform  to  or  verify 
the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  interim  plan  contour  lines. 

Page  II I -7 

Reference  is  made  on  this  page  of  cities  adjacent  to  the  Airport  that  are  providing 
legal  means  to  provide  land  use  outside  of  the  Airport  that  may  be  incompatible 
to  Airport  use.     This  is  unclear  in  terms  of  meaning  and  we  would  certainly 
appreciate  additional  comment  or  explanation  regarding  this  point. 
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Page  III -13 

This  page  deals  with  the  Expansion  Program  in  terms  of  construction  effects 
upon  the  water  table  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport-owned  property. 
Have  any  studies  been  made  to  determine  whether  there  will  be  any  drainage 
problems  associated  with  possible  west  of  Bayshore  development?  Additional 
clarification  and /or  explanation  on  this  point  would  be  appreciated  by  the  City 
of  Millbrae  and  probably  San  Bruno,  as  well. 

Page  III-20 

On  this  page,  it  is  pointed  out  that  there  will  be  provisions  to  improve  the 
intersections  of  Millbrae  and  San  Bruno  Avenues  with  frontage  road  and  to 
widen  frontage  road  to  four-lanes  between  these  intersections  to  relieve 
congestion  along  these  routes.     This  sentence  strongly  points  to  the  need  to 
analyze  what  happens  when  the  frontage  road  ends,  specifically,  to  Millbrae 
Avenue  and  the  Millbrae  Avenue  Overpass. 

Page  I II -22 

At  least  three  or  four  times  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,  reference 
is  made  to  the  fact  that  vehicular  traffic  on  Millbrae  Avenue  at  101  is  not 
expected  to  increase  in  1985  over  1970.     This  point  is  in  reference  to  a  letter 
received  from  the  State  Department  of  Highways.     This  point  is  very  hard  to 
accept  and  clarification  is  requested  in  terms  of  how  this  point  was  arrived 
at.     (You  will  note  that  I  have  repeatedly  raised  a  point  of  concern  regarding 
possible  traffic  problems  associated  with  the  Expansion  Program.     The  City 
of  Millbrae  feels  very  strongly  that  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
should  take  a  more  definitive  look  in  this  area  so  that  future  problems  are 
not  created.     This  position  is  presented  to  you  in  terms  of  meeting  the  traffic 
needs  of  all  of  the  surrounding  cities  since  at  least  four  cities  in  this  County 
lie  directly  adjacent  to  the  Airport.     Traffic  problems  associated  with  the 
Expansion  Program  should  be  incorporated  into  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  the  Expansion  Program  so  that  future  problems  do  not  occur). 

Page  III-37 

The  City  of  Millbrae  would  like  to  work  closely  with  the  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport  Planning  Department  in  terms  of  the  development  of  the 
property  west  of  Bayshore.    It  is  noted  that  this  area  would  attract  potential 
Airport  light  industrial,  commercial  and  educational  facilities.    At  the 
present  time,  the  City  of  Millbrae  is  going  through  a  very  extensive  revision 
to  its  General  Plan.    We  are  anxious  to  guide  the  development  of  this  area  in 
a  meaningful  way  and  as  a  result,  we  would  like  to  establish  a  productive 
dialogue  with  officials  of  the  Airport. 
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Page  V-2 

On  several  occasions,  it  has  been  indicated  that  provisions  are  being  made  to 
assist  adjacent  communities  to  improve  intersections  that  join  Airport  frontage 
roads.    After  reviewing  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  we  are  having 
some  difficulty  in  locating  any  improvements  that  will  assist  with  respect  to 
the  Millbrae  Avenue  Overpass  or  the  intersection  at  Old  Bayshore  Highway. 
If  improvements  are  proposed,  we  would  appreciate  additional  clarification  as 
to  the  details  involved. 


In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  very  much  for  supplying  the  City  of 
Millbrae  with  a  copy  of  the  August  1973  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program.     The  document 
is  quite  comprehensive  and  very  thorough  and  has  been  extremely  valuable 
insofar  as  understanding  the  magnitude  of  the  proposed  Expansion  Program. 

We  have  certainly  welcomed  the  opportunity  to  offer  the  above  comments 
and  we  will  look  forward  to  any  further  explanation  and/or  clarification  that 
you  can  give  with  respect  to  the  many  concerns  that  we  have  expressed. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  contents  of  this  letter,  please  contact 
me  at  your  convenience. 


Douglas  R.  Dawson 
Acting  City  Administrator 

DRD:ela 

cc : 

City  Council 

City  Engineer-Director  of  Public  Works 

Williams  &  Mocine,   1045  Sansome  Street,  San  Francisco,  Ca.  94111 
Kirker- Chapman,   1 1 1  New  Montgomery  Street,  San  Francisco,   Ca.  94105 
Mr.  Wayne  Swan,  Planning  Director,  City  of  Burlingame 

Attachment  -  March  12,   1973  letter 


Sincerely, 


Airports  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Gentlemen: 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Millbrae  has  now  reviewed  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  expansion  project  dated  January,   1973.    Although  we  were 
unable  to  be  represented  at  last  Thursday's  hearing  on  this  subject, 
it  is  our  understanding  that  we  can  submit  comments  in  writing  with- 
in a  period  often  days  following  the  hearing.    This  letter,  therefore, 
constitutes  the  comments  and  concerns  that  we  have  in  regard  to  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 

1.  To  begin  with,  we  are  unable  to  really  see  where  the  report 
provides  for  the  environmental  concerns  of  noise  and  street  traffic 
that  will  result  from  increased  airport  activities.    We  were  told 
'chat  the  entire  project  includes  a  contingency  fund  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $29  million  dollars.    We  feel  very  strongly  that  a 
significant  portion  of  this  contingency  fund  should  be  earmarked  to 

take  care  of  noise  pollution  as  well  as  street  traffic  congestion  problems 
in  and  around  the  Airport.    We  believe  that  instead  of  being  in  a  position 
of  reacting  to  these  problem  areas,  the  Airport  should  take  positive 
active  steps  ahead  of  the  actual  problem  being  created  to  make  sure 
that  problems  of  noise  and  traffic  are  taken  care  of.    If  this  is  not  done, 
then  surrounding  communities,  like  Millbrae,  will  be  subjected  to 
tremendous  negative  environmental  impacts  which  will  be  most  difficult 
to  live  with. 

2.  On  page  8-2  of  Section  8  of  the  Report,  the  statement  is  made  that 
"New  California  noise  regulations  stipulate  that  by  1985  no  residences 
are  permitted  within  a  CNEL  65  noise  contour.  " 

We  believe  that  this  is  in  error.    The  way  the  Report  reads  now,  residents 
of  a  sizeable  portion  of  our  City  would  have  to  move  out  of  the  City  by  1985. 
As  we  recall,  the  State  Law  says  that  there  cannot  be  any  changes  in  use  in 
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those  areas,  but  does  not  refer  to  the  fact  that  there  cannot  be  any 
residences  in  these  areas  in  1985.    This  confusion  should  be  cleared 
up  in  the  report. 

3.  Page  1-1  of  the  Report  states  that  the  number  of  passengers  will 
increase  from  15.  5  million  annual  passengers  in  1972  to  31  million  in 
1985.    This  really  relates  to  the  first  comment  made  above  concerning 
noise  and  street  traffic  problems.    Obviously,  the  street  traffic  coming 
into  the  airport  will  have  to  double  and  we  do  not  feel  the  present  surface 
streets  coming  into  and  out  of  the  Airport,  including  interchanges  and 
intersections,  as  well  as  traffic  signalization,  is  any  where  near  adequate 
to  accommodate  so  vast  an  increase  in  surface  traffic.    It  is  the  City  of 
Millbrae  which  is  going  to  bear  the  brunt  of  this  greatly  increased  street 
traffic. 

We  also  remain  convinced,  ourselves,  that  there  will  of  necessity  have 
to  be  considerably  more  take-offs  on  Runways  1-L.  and  1-R  going  over 
the  Bay.    We  feel  convinced  that  this  will  result  in  a  situation  where  the 
City  of  Millbrae  will  be  subjected  to  considerably  more  noise  pollution 
that  we  are  now.     We  do  not  believe  that  the  Report,  in  any  way,  answers 
what  steps  are  going  to  be  taken  to  remedy  this  potentially  disastrous 
situation  to  the  City  of  Millbrae.    In  this  connection,  we  question  the 
reasons  for  the  extension  of  Runway  1-L  by  750-feet.    Is  this  being  done 
to  have  airplanes  take  off  on  Runway  1-L.  750-feet  closer  to  the  City  of 
Millbrae?    Since  Runway  1-L  would  then  be  the  same  length  as  Runway 
1-R,  since  the  two  runways  angle  in  towards  Millbrae,  this  would  place 
Runway  1-L  closer  to  Millbrae  than  Runway  1-R  now  is.    The  noise  coming 
into  Millbrae  would  be  considerably  increased  therefore. 

In  addition,  is  Runway  1-L  being  increased  in  length  in  order  to  enable 
more  take-offs  on  Runway  1-L?    If  this  is  the  case,  the  City  of  Millbrae 
will  be  subjected  to  quite  a  bit  more  noise. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  extension  of  Runway  1-L 
can  have  none  other  than  a  negative  impact  upon  our  community.  We, 
therefore,  must  let  you  know  that  we  oppose  the  lengthening  of  Runway  1-L. 

4.  Wo  have  noticed  the  use  of  the  word  "should"  and  "may"  in  the  Report. 
It  appears  to  us  that  "shall"  and  "will"  would  be  better  terms  to  use. 

For  instance,  on  page  8-2,  the  Report  states,  "If  all  of  the  above  do  not 
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reduce  the  CNEL  65  sufficiently  to  exclude  residences,  then  a  drastic 
aircraft  operations  curtailment  -  -  -  may  be  required.  "        We  believe 
that  the  word  "will"  should  be  used  here  rather  than  the  word  "may". 

5.  The  Report  indicates  that  considerable  construction  will  occur  in 
who  area  of  the  south  terminal.    The  environmental  impact  of  this  work 
upon  Millbrac,  which  is  closest  to  the  south  terminal,  does  not  appear 
to  be  adequately  discussed. 

6.  We  are  also  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  possible  Phase  III 
construction.    This  is  referred  to  on  page  1-4  of  the  Report  in  regard 

to  boarding  area  J.     The  comment  is  made  that  twenty-nine  gate  positions 
are  presently  provided  in  this  complex.     Does  this  mean  that  the  twenty- 
nine  gate  positions  are  the  total  number  presently  in  the  north  terminal 
complex  or  does  it  mean  that  boarding  area  J  will  provide  for  twenty- 
nine  additional  gate  positions?    We  are  unclear  as  to  just  how  the  con- 
struction of  boarding  area  J  will  affect  the  surrounding  communities. 

It  seems  to  us  that  we  could  get  additional  noise  in  Millbrae  from  a 
different  direction.    We  believe  this  particular  section  needs  more 
information  and  that  it  is  extremely  important  that  the  total  environmental 
impact  of  Phase  III  be  discussed.    As  it  is  right  now,  the  Report  only 
relates  to  the  environmental  impact  of  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  construction, 

7.  The  map  on  page  1-11  is  on  the  land  side  area  projects.    This  is  on 
the  west  side  of  the  Airport  and  includes  land  west  of  the  Bayshore  Free- 
way and  in  the  City  of  Millbrae.    The  facilities  proposed  to  go  in  here  are 
identified  as  those  needed  to  support  the  activities  of  the  Airport. 

Page  1-12  lists  all  of  these  facilities.    No  where  in  the  Report,  however, 
can  we  find  an  indication  of  what  the  environmental  impact  will  be  on 
surrounding  communities  as  a  result  of  these  land  side  area  projects, 
particularly  in  relation  to  noise  and  street  traffic  congestion.  We 
believe  that  it  is  very  important  for  the  Report  to  discuss  these  various 
elements. 


In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  very  much  for  supplying  the  City 
of  Millbrae  with  a  copy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
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San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion,    Please  let  me  know  if  there  are 
other  comments  or  clarifications  regarding  the  concerns  that  the 
City  of  Millbrae  has  in  regard  to  the  Airport  Expansion  Project. 

S Liiccj  fi; Ly  yours , 


Richard  E.  "Watson 
City  Administrator 


REW:ela 
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StATC  or  Ca  .rOftNIA—MISINlSS  AND  TMNtrORTATiON  AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

.  tOX  33M  tlNCON  ANNtX 
NANCIXO  9411? 


September  25,  1973 


RONaLO  ItAOAN.  Co**rn 


COPY  FOR 


Miss  Susan  M.  Smith 
Regional  Affairs  Chairman 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
728  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Dear  Miss  Smith: 

Your  letter  dated  august  25,  1973,  requested  responses  to  several 
questions  relating  to  the  impact  of  planned  San  Francisco  Airport 
expansion  on  the  State  Highway  System  serving  the  airport.     I  will 
respond  to  your  questions  in  the  same  relative  order  posed  in  your 
letter. 

(1)     General  question  relating  to  airport-generated  employee  auto 
traffic  and  anticipated  cargo  traffic: 


y 


The  traffic  forecasts  included  with  our  April  17,  1973, 
letter  (part  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report)  do 
incorporate  the  anticipated  traffic  that  will  be  in- 
duced by  expansion  of  the  S.F.  Airport.     This  includes 
both  airport-generated  employee  auto  traffic  and  antici- 
pategTeargo  volumeg.  ' 

(2)    Numbered  Questions 

Questions  1,  2,  3t 

The  freeways  needed  to  handle  the  projected  traffic  are 
presently  under  construction.     The  current~c6hst'ructTon  on 
Isoute  "SSO/Route  101  interchange  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
S.F.  Airport  is  the  direct  result  of  coordinated  planning 
by  the  airport  and  highway  organizations  at  both  the  Staf. 
and  Federal  and  local  agency  levels.     As  a  result  of  the 
joint  planning,  this  freeway  facility,  when  coinploted^ 
will  provide  spjscial  direct  connections  to  serve  S.F.  Air- 
port.  from  Route  380^  separating  chis  aTrport-bound  -laffic 
rrom  through  traffic  on  Route  101.     Thcfrcoway  action  o 
i n CO r por a te s  a  high-level  service  at  the  I^outc  3C0/h'o.  A;i- 
p6 r t  B 1  vd .'  "Tnte r s e c ti'on  to  ^(^oiyrnqdaze.  t h e  an t i_c_i p  J 
increase  in  cargo  and  airport  maintenance  facility  traffio. 
The  freeway  projec^t  in  its  entirety  has  been  designed 
around  the  airport  planning. 


2 


I 

Question  4; 

When  construction  of  the  Route  380/Route  101  interchanqe__ig. 
completed,  there  should  be  enough  capacity  to  handle  the__ 
traffic  demand.     As"  you  are  aware,  BART  is  studying  a 
possible  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport  wnieh,  if 
implemented,  should  help  to  meet  some  of  the  access  demands 
to  and  from  the  airport. 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  who  has  the 
primary  responsibility  for  transportation  planning  in  the 
Bay  Region,  is  presently  studying  the  role  of  airports 
within  the  region  as  they  relate  to  surface  transportation, 
and  is  scheduled  to  submit  a  report  on  its  findings  and 
recommendations  to  the  State  Legislature  in  January,  1374. 
Some  of  the  questions  you  have  raised  may  be  addressed  in 
this  report. 

Question  5: 

Direct  access  to  the  Oakland  Airport  is  not  currently  pro- 
vided by  the  State  Highway  System.     The  closest  State  high- 
ways  serving  bale land~Arrp6rt  are  presently  Route  17  and 
I  Route  61.     There  are  current  studies  underway  by  the  Metro- 

politan Transportation  Commission  relating  to  the  problem 
of  access  to  the  Oakland  Airport. 

(3)  Garage  Expansion  at  S.  F.  Airport; 

XXjaJLfj-c  generated  by  an  expanded  g  included  . 

in  the  .joint  planning  efforts. 

A  well -de signed  garage,  with  provisions  for  faster  and  more  \ 
c-lTricierrt  m  ^fo"r'"parkTn'q"car^^^^  the, 

traffic  flow  along  the  Bayshore  Freeway. 

(4)  Re.->Donsi.bility  for  Traffic  Flow: 

."*"i£'  State  Department  or  Transporci:.cion  doaz  wave  rvi^ron^jibili 
■Jor  traffic  operations  on  all  State:  highway^.     The  piu)lic  can 
ana  doc-s  hold  us  accountable    for  ir.aintaininoj  smootn  traffic 
flow  on  freeways.     Pl'ea:>e  he  acsuro.d  we  intend  to  do  every- 
thing in  our  power  to  provide  the  public  with  the  hi ghee t 
quality  of  traffic  service  attainable. 

Very  truly  yours, 

T.   R.  LAMIvffiRS 
|District  Director 

By     Origir.al  Signed  By 


LEO  J.  TROMBATORE 

Deputy  District  Director 

Transportation  Planning 


jS^  j^T^.^  725  Montgomery  St.  San  Francisco,  California  94111 

^  Phone:  775-1812  - 

981-6640 

Sue  Smith,  Chairman  .  - 

Regional  Affairs  .     August  25,  1973 

1  .  ■ 

Wr*  Thomas  Lammers  o 

District  Highu/ay  Engineer 

San  Francisco  Bay  Region 

150  Oak  Street  • 

San  Francisco,  Ca« 

•   Re;     Impact  on  adjacent  highways  of  the  expansion  of 

San  Francisco  Intl*  Airport  from  15  million  passenger 

trips  a  year  to  31  million  by  1985  -  cargo  expansion  cniitted. 

Dear  Mr.  Lammers:  ^  • 

We  enclose  tu/o  articles  describing  the  ground  and  freeway., 
confestion  at  L*A.  Intl.  Airport  and  at  Kennedy  Airport,  These 
two  airports  currently  handle  22  million  passengers  a  year; 
San  Francisco  Airport  is  embarking  on  an  8  year  expansion  plan 
to  accommodate  31  million  passengers  expected  after  1985# 

Your  letter  of  April  17th  included  in  the  DEIR  (Drqft 
Environmental  Impact  Report)  makes  estimates  about  the  degree 
of  congestion  for  air  passenger  auto  traffic.       Did  you  include 
airport-generated  employee  auto  traffic?     The  RASS  ABAC  Av^-atibn 
forecast  summary  is'  enclosed  —  if  the  airport  accepts  tho  passen- 
ger growth  statistics  found  on  Page  1—10,   isn't  the  public 
entitled  to  the  best  estimates  of  the  impact  of  c§rgo  truck 
traffic  on  Bayshore  Freeway  and  related  roadways  and  bridges? 
Since  tho  DEIR  makos  the  point  that  the  jumbo  jets  will  have 
XJ?5XX?4iiKK««>J«)4UX>ii5KJii  four  times  the  cargo  volume  as  is  presently 
being  utilized  (Lino  8,   Pago  III-35  of  DEIR),  the  capacity  is 
there  and  its  impap^^^jglgulated.     The  aviation  forecast,  after 


I 


all,  show  cargo  increasing  to  1«4  million  lbs  in  1975  and 

6,7  million  pounds  in  1985  for  all  Bay  Area  airports  -  and 

S,F,  is  Certain  to  have  a  significant  share  of  this  air  cargo  traffic 


As  the  District  Highway  Engineor  for  this  region,   we  would 
like  your  recommendations  on  tha  following  points: 

(i)     If  the  S,f".  Airport  is  to  be  expanded  tohandlo  31  million 
air  passengers  and  possibly  4  times  the  present  volume  of  cargo, 
/  do^  you  think  freeways  need  to  be  built  to  accommodate  the 
S. resultant  auto  and  truck  traffic  increase? 

•  (2)     If  so,   do  you  think  the  Freeway  and  bridges  should  be  planned 
and  approved  now  and  coordinated  with  the  KjSJl^^  expansion  of  the 
S,F ,  Airport? 

(3)  How  long,  do  you  estimate,  will  it  take  to  ha\/e  tr-o  necessary 
fraawoys  and  bridges  in  oporation? 

(4)  In  order  to  avoid  the  Kannedy/L,A,   traffic  rr.css  would  you 
«uvisa  constraining  passenger  growth  at  S.r,   Intl^  Airports 
(fuel  shortages,  power  shortages,   clean  air  roquiromonts  and 
increased  air  fares  may  restrain  growth  at  tha  airport  far  nore 
than  is  anticipni)od, ) 


S.r.  AlfiPORT  DEIR  and  euto  traffic  congestion  continued 

(5)     Can  Oakland  Airport  handle  an  additional  8  or  9  million 
passongors  with  minimum  neiu  highway  access  construction. 

Is  funding  available  for  this? 

It  sooms  to  us  that  the  conmunitias  surrounding  the  airport 
OS  luoll  as  in  San  TranciscO  must  actively  cooperate  vwith  the 
airport  to  support  additional  fraeuiay  and  brdigo  routes, 
for  noise  buffer  zones  around  the  airport,   for  off-airpoTw  parking 
fncLli-ies  —  if  tFio  expansion  is  to  go  foriuard*     HcjBVor.-  these 
topics  soon  to  bo  Qutod^  rather  than  being  brought  into  tha 
open.     For  example,  from  the  statistics  in  your  letter,  the 
public  u/ill  probably  find  the  congestion  on  the  Bayshore  fraeu/ay 
intolerable,   if  the  airport  expansion  is  successful.   Let's  say 
so  and  then  make  realistic  choices  based  upon  full  knou/ledgo 
of  f-'^'^ts  and  conseq'jenccc , 

UJo  are  asking  for  your  considered,  opinion  based  updn  the  situation 
as  it  is  today  ~  and  the  liklihood  that  air  passenger  grojyth  will 
stage  itself,   so  that  it  u;ill  almost  all  take  place  at  S«^,  Airpor 
before  Oakland  Airport  achieves  any  significant  gains.      (The  Air 
Traffic  Conference  statement  in  the  RASS  publication  indicates 


One  last  question  —  what  will  be  the  effect  of  the  expansion 

of  the  garage  since  several  mora  stories  are  to  bo  built  ~  HKii 

the  traffic  confusion  and  delays  from  this  addition  goKX  uncaloolated 

in  the  DEIR;     doesn't  the  expansion  itself  -  with  roadway  and 

airport  garage  and  other  construction  have  a  serious  effect  on 

Bayshore  Traffic^  —  and  u/on^t  this  continue  for  the  8  or  more 

years  of  the  construction  process.?     Do  you  and  your  Division  have 

any  rosponsibiiii ty  for  seeing  that  freeway  traffic  runs  as 

smoothly  as  possible  -  can  the  public  blame  you  if  the  situation 

becomes  intolerable  on  the  Bayshore?     Is  that  where  the  buck  stops? 


this. ) 


Sincerely  yours, 


(MiGs)  Susan  M.  Smith 
R&gior.al  Affairs  Chairman 
San  francisco  f?omorrow 
Rm-  34 

728  iTiontgomory 

San  Francisco,   Ca  94111 


sms/ s 


San  I-Iateo  County  Planning  Commission 
County  G-ovemment  Center 
Redwood  City,  CA  94063 

Re:     SF  International  Aiiport  Expansion  Draft  SIR 
Gentlemen : 

In  reviewing  the  B,  F.  International  Airport  Draft  EIR 
prepared  by  the  S,  F.  City  Planning  Commission,-  we  have  the 
following  concerns  related  to  the  traffic  impact  caused  by 
the  expansion  project. 

Local  Traffic  Impact  -  We  would  like  to  see  further  clarification 
of  the  progression  of  this  traffic  impacts  from  the  major  routes 
to  the  local  streets. 

Alternative  modes  of  transport-ation  -  ¥e  are  concerned  that  the 
mitigating  measures  indicated  to  relieve  the  increased  traffic 
are  highway- related  and  refer  only  to  the  improvement  of  existing 
roads  and  intersections  and  the  building  of  Route  350, 

We  feel  that  alternative  modes  of  transportation  must  be 
provided.    As  indicated  in  the  staff  report  (9-IS-73),  an 
incentive  prograg^to  private  enterprise  should  be  initiated  to 
increase  convent ijal-mode  vehicular  mass  transit  to  the  airport. 
This  is  especially  important  if  other  mass  transit  projects  would 
not  be  available  until  at  least  I985.     In  addition,  coordinated 
efforts  should  be  made  between  San  Mateo  County,  the  individual 
cities  and  the  S.  F.  Airport  Commission  to  facilitate  mass  transit 
vmich  is  carefully  integrated  with  existing  and  proposed  systems  of 
regional  rapid  transit. 

We  hope  your  Commission  will  underscore  the  need  for 
integration  of  this  Project  into  plans  for  mass  transit  and  not 
to  rely  on  conventional  means  of  private  auto  t  ran  spoliation. 


Sincerely  yours. 


cc  : 


Chairman 

S.?.  City  Planning  Commission 

Sara  Conner,  LVrVBA  Transportation  Chm. 


BURLINGAME 


SAN   MATEO  COUNTY 
CITY  HALL-  50I   PRIMROSE  ROAD 

BURLINGAME.  CALIFORNIA  940I0  TEL    415)  342-8931 

September  26,  1973 

Mr.  Walter  Newman,  Chairman 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Chairman  Nevmian  and  Members  of  the  Planning  Commission: 

The  City  Council,  our  Planning  Department,  Police  Department,  Traffic 
Department  and  this  office  have  reviewed  the  revised  Environmental 
Impact  Report   (EIR)   for  the  expansion  of  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  and  question  its  sufficiency  regarding  the  effects  of  ground 
traffic  south  of  the  airport. 

Considerable  southbound  traffic  from  the  airport  already  uses  Bay shore 
Highway  and  Airport  Boulevard  to  reach  destinations  in  San  Mateo  and 
Foster  City.     The  impact  of  doubling  airport  passenger  traffic  will 
significantly  increase  vehicle  traffic  on  this  local  arterial.  It 
will  increase  local  costs  for  traffic  control  facilities  and  public 
services  to  maintain  a  safe  high-quality  environment.     According  to 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act, 

"The  purpose  of  an  environmental  impact  report  is  to  provide 

public  agencies  with  detailed  information  about  the  effect 

which  a  proposed  project  is  likely  to  have  on  the  environment; 

to  list  ways  in  which  any  adverse  effects  of  such  a  project 

might  be  minimized;  and  to  suggest  alternatives  to  such  a  project." 

The  City  of  Burlingame  favors  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion;  we  are 
not  suggesting  alternatives  to  this  project.     We  do,  however,  request 
detailed  information  to  measure  and  evaluate  the  adverse  effects  of 
airport  traffic  that  is  diverted  from  Route  101  to  the  local  streets 
of  Burlingame. 

Freeway  interchanges  at  Millbrae  Avenue,  Broadway  and  Peninsula  Avenue 
need  to  be  expanded.  Upgrading  the  Millbrae  interchange  similar  to 
the  project  at  Ralston  Avenue  in  Belmont  would  cost  today  about 
$1,250,000.  Also,  major  intersections  on  Bayshore  Highway  and  Airport 
Boulevard  need  signalization.  It  is  estimated  that  signalization  of  a 
tee  intersection  will  cost  $40,000.  Detailed  information  is  needed  to 
properly  schedule  provision  of  these  necessary  capital  improvements. 


Mr.  Walter  Newman,  Chairman 
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There  are  details  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  which 
raise  questions.     Reasoning  appears  to  be  based  on  assumptions  that 
may  not  be  realized  before  1985.     These  include  the  following  ideas. 

(1)  It  is  assumed  that  Route  380  will  carry  most  southbound  traffic 
from  the  airport  to  Route  280.  We  believe  considerable  traffic 
will  continue  to  use  Trousdale  and  Millbrae  Avenue. 

(2)  A  BART  extension  to  the  San  Francisco  Airport  will  not  alleviate 
southbound  traffic.     The  EIR  implies  the  advent  of  BART  will 
modify  vehicular  traffic. 

(3)  It  is  assumed  that  without  BART  other  types  of  mass  transit  would 
be  developed.     The  EIR  on  page  III-28  states,   ".    .    .    .  the  airport 
will  encourage  concessionaires,   such  as  the  Airporter ,  to  provide 
bus  service  from  population  centers  to  the  airport.     This  may 
well  require  subsidized  service  until  patronage  buildup  is 
sufficient  for  the  operator  to  make  a  profit." 

The  City  of  Burlingame  will  graciously  accept  this  subsidy.  When, 
from  whom,  and  how  much  can  we  expect? 

(4)  DOT  letter  of  July  17,  1973   (Appendix  I,  page  10,  next  to  the  last 
page)   identifies  Bayshore  Highway  as  "one  local  street  that  may 
provide  an  alternate  route  to  Route  101."     The  letter  goes  on  to 
state,   "We  cannot  predict  how  much  traffic  will  divert.  However, 
it  will  be  limited  to  only  a  few  hundred  cars  during  the  peak 
hours."     How  many  vehicles  can  we  expect  on  Burlingame  streets 

in  1975?     In  1980?     And  in  1985? 

We  request  a  detailed  estimate  and  evaluation  of  total  airport  traffic 
on  local  streets  in  Burlingame.     An  adequate  assessment  of  this  impact 
will  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act. 


Yours  very  truly. 


Charles  F.  Schwalm 
City  Manager 
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Mr.  Walter  S=  Newman,  President 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Mr.  Newman: 

The  Peninsula  Manufacturers  Association  wishes  to  support  the  planned  ex- 
pansion of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport.   This  expansion  is  the 
result  of  many  studies  and  numerous  hearings  conducted  by  the  Regional 
Airport  Systems  Study  Committee  under  the  auspices  of  the  Association  of  Bay 
Area  Governments  (ABAG) ,   For  several  years  this  Committee  has  worked  with 
numerous  consultants  in  the  United  States  and  has  carefully  evaluated  the 
environmental  aspects  of  all  airport  development  proposals  in  this  area.  Its 
final  recommendations  were  adopted  by  ABAG  as  part  of  its  Regional  Airport 
Plan  which  was  released  in  November  of  1972.  This  plan  considered  all 
environmental  aspects  inherent  in  airport  development  in  the  Bay  Area. 
It  specifically  included  the  effect  of  aviation  on  air  quality  as  outlined  by 
the  BAAPCD,  as  well  as  the  aviation  noise  evaluation  as  projected  by  an 
outside  consulting  firm  to  this  RASS  Committee.   These  studies  and  others 
were  the  subject  of  public  hearings  where  San  Mateo  County  residents 
testified.   Following  these  hearings,  ABAG  adopted  these  recommendations 
which  have  since  been  included  in  the  expansion  plan  of  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport. 

Obviously  then,  the  planning  for  the  development  and  expansion  of  this  major 
Bay  Area  facility  has  been  done  after  several  years'  of  serious  study  and 
has  given  careful  consideration  to  the  environmental  aspects  of  this  planned 
development. 

The  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  the  largest  single  employer  in 
San  Mateo  County.    Some  30,000  individuals  are  directly  employed  here 
and  this  results  in  the  employment  of  several  thousand  more  who  are 
indirectly  concerned  with  this  facility.   It  is  important  to  the  economic  and 
social  well-being  not  only  of  San  Mateo  County,  but  the  City  of  San 
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Francisco  and  all  of  the  Bay  Area  that  this  increasingly  important  air- 
port be  allowed  to  grow  in  the  orderly  fashion  which  has  been  carefully 
planned  for  it.  The  needs  of  aviation  customers,  both  passenger  and 
cargo  alike,  have  been  carefully  estimated  by  responsible  authorities; 
the  facilities  must  be  provided  for  them  if  this  area  is  to  participate  in 
this  obvious  growth  so  important  to  all  of  us  in  this  area  in  the  years 
to  come. 


Sincerely  yours , 


William  C .  Hem 
Executive  Director 


ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  COORDINATING  COUNCIL 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 

EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY                                         P.  O.  BOX  219  TEL:  322-6671 

Mrs.  Marion  H.  Sottky                                             Menio  Park,  Ca.  94025  329-0256 

September  26,  1973 

To:  The  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Gommission 
The  San  Francisco  Planning  Cominisslon 

Statement  on  Draft  EIR  for  San  Francisco 
Airport  Expansion 

EQCC  has  been  following  the  proposed  Airport  Expansion 
't'rograiii  with  a  great  deal  of  interest.  We  held  a  public 
meeting  in  March  to  explore  the  subject.  Based  on  what  we 
learned  from  our  members  and  the  public  and  EQCC  adopted 
positions,  we  prepared  a  summary  of  the  concerns  of  the 
people  of  San  iHateo  County  about  the  impact  of  this  douinllng 
of  capacity  by  their  largest  employer  and  taxpayer. 

The  present  EI3  represents  an  enormous  improvement  in  organization 
and  clarity  over  the  original  one.  However  it  appears  to 
leave  a  number  of  the  concerns  of  our  County  residents 
unanswered  or  very  lightly  dealt  with.     Some  of  these  are: 

-  Growth-inducing  impacts:  This  has  become  a  subject  of 
particular  public  sensitivity.  The  impact  of  i<'9»000  new 
people  in  the  County  has  not  been  seriously  evaluated, 
particularly  the  question  of  where  those  with  modest 
salaries  will  live.  The  County  already  has  a  serious 
housing  shortage  for  people  in  that  category  with  no 
improvement  in  sight.  The  long  term  costs  to  communities 
of  providing  urban  services  for  this  population  is  also 
brushed  over, 

-  Noise ;  Although  noise  levels  may  be  improved  over  the 
present,  there  will  still  be  2.7  square  miles  of  urban 
land  which  sugfer  from  noise  levels  greater  than  allowed 
under  State  regulations. 

-  Automobile  Impact:  It  is  hard  to  accept  the  estimate  that 
an  Increase  of  some  75*000  cars  per  day,  or  a  doubling  of 
automobile  traffic  to  the  Airport,  will  only  yield  an 
increase  of  100  cars  per  day  at  each  Interchange  ©  The 
threat  of  a  massive  traffic  Increase  on  Bayshore  south  of 
the  Airport  and  its  spillover  onto  local  streets  has  not 
been  convincingly  answered.  There  Is  also  no  solid  analysis 
of  the  Impact  of  the  truck  traffic  which  would  be  required 
to  handle  the  tripled  cargo  capacity  anticipated  in  the 
plan, 

-  Air  Pollution;   It  is  hardly  adequate  to  say  that  the  added 
air  pollution  created  by  doubling  the  automobile  traffic 
to  the  Airport  and  the  drastically  increased  truck  traffic 
will  be  handled  by  the  more  stringent  federal  auto 
emission  standards. 
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-  '43.ter  Pollution:  What  impact,  if  any,  will  the  new  federal 
requirements  for  zero  growth  as  a  condition  of  funding 
new  sewage  plants  have  on  the  expansion  program? 

-  Resources ;  No  answer  is  given  to  the  problem  of  increased 
resource  utilizationo  Drastically  increased  use  of  water, 
electrical  power,  and  natural  gas  -  not  to  mention  gasoline 
for  all  those  cars  -  are  being  proposed  at  a  time  when  we 
may  be  facing  real  shortages  in  all  these  commodities o 

-  Alternatives ;  We  still  have  seen  no  serious  consideration 
of  a  lesser  expansion  program  or  of  ways  to  increase  the 
efficiency  of  existing  service  among  Bay  Area  Airports 
and  discourage  planes  from  flying  half  empty ♦ 

In  conclusion,  we  hope  you  will  weigh  these  serious  concerns 
against  the  obvious  economic  advantages  of  the  expansion 
program o 


Claire  Dedrick  (^jf^J 
Chairman 


Mrs.  ^oBe  Urbach 

440  -^clld  Ave. 

San  Bruno,  Ct^ilf.,  ^4066 


Mr.  R.  Spencer  Steele 
Acting  Envlrunmen oal  Officer 

Department  ol"  City  Planning 

lou  Larkln  Street 

San  Francisco,  Ca, 

Dec.r  Sir; 

1 1  have  ./"been  watching  San  Francisco's  keen  interest  In  aoatelng  nolee 
pollution  on  its  streets  and  elsewhere,  but  never  have  I  read  or 
heard  what  action  is  being  taKen  to  somewhat  control  the  noise  pol- 
lution your  airport  Is  causing  over  my  city  of  San  Bruno  ana  my  home. 
One  Sunday  I  logged  with  the  help  of  a  noise  monitoring  macnlne, 
81  planes  with  noise  levels  or  tii^do.  thru  lOOdb,,  41  planes  with  56 
db.  thru  8Udb.     The  747  do  not  have  a  shrill  piercing  noise  as  the  otht;r6 
do,  but  the  deep  rumble  and  very  low  i lying  altitude  is  most  terp^fy* 

ing.     Even  on  a  beautiful  celm  day  with  winds  ol'  5  knotts,  pan  Am  comes 
thru  the  gap.     Economics  they  say.     Thuse  planes  are  loaded  tu  tne  hilt, 
traveling  to  Japan.     It  is  economics  with  us  too.     Without  our  rest 
ana  without  our  health,  we  soon  find  that  safety  on  Job  is  threatened. 
The  next  step  would  oe  no  Job.     Are  you  and  the  alrllues  ready  to 

support  such  people  forced  there  oy  you.     There  are  at  least  35  planes 
flying  after  midnight,     there  are  flights  at  4iuu  am,,  4:^0am.,  4:45  am. 
One  wakes  up  tired  and  not  really  ready  for  another  day^s  WurK.  Tempers 
are  very  short. 

All  airport  "expansion"  should  be  rejected  until  such  time  that  being  a 


"good  neighbor"  means  Just  that. 

The  Dig  promise  sold  to  the  people  about  the  74?  was  that  it  coulQ  use 

the  exslstlng  runways  and  that  the  engine  Is  so  powerful  tnat  It  couia 

get  the  plan  into  tne  air  ana  high  so  the  neighboring  cities  would 
not  be  plagued  wlLh  annoyances.     The  7^7  big    promise  that  was  not 

kept  Is  proof  that  we  can  not  go  on  faith  alone.     It  Is  time  that  the 
Airlines  and  the  Airport  snow  the  surrounding  cities  their  good  faith 
by  correcting  these  health  hazards  before  asking  the  cities  to  have 
further  faith  In  them. 

The  airport  and  the  airlines  have  had  over  10  years  ana  the  noise 
and  air  pollution  is  still  with  us.  Let  us  see  evidence  of  Good 
Neighbor"  pollcyl 

The  people  of  San  Bruno  ana  other  neighboring  cities  should  not  oe 
intimidated  in  speaking  out.     Because  the  airlines  and  airport  provides 
employment,  some  people  feel  by  speaking  out  they  would  lose  their  Jobs. 
Economics  again  I 

So  I  urge  the  Commission  to  slow  down  on  this  "Airport  Expansion" 
program. 

Money  isn't  everything.    Maybe  some  greater  laess  will  come  from  yet 
the  unborn. 

Respectfully, 

Mrs.  Rose  Urbach 

San  Bruno  Sound  Abatement,  Rep. 


COUNTY  dfSAN  MATED 


PLANNING  DIRECTOR 


DONALD  A.  WOOLFE.  A. I  P. 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


ASSISTANT 

PLANNING  DIRECTORS 


County  Government  Center 


Redwood  City 


California  94063 


GEORGE  W.   LAAKSO,   A. I. P. 


TELEPHONE:    3 64-5 600  —  EXT.  4  1  6  1 


WILLIAM  F.  POWERS.  A  I  P. 


September  26,  1973 


Mr.  Walter  S.  Newman,  President 
San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Dear  Mr.  Newman: 

At  its  meeting  of  September  26,  1973,  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning 
Commission  held  a  public  hearing  on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the  Planning  Commission  directed 
that  the  enclosed  staff  report,  agency  coimaents  and  public  comments 
be  forwarded  to  your  agency  for  inclusion  in  the  Final  EIR.  The 
Planning  Commission  also  determined  that  the  proposed  project  con- 
forms with  the  County  Master  Plan. 


Very  truly  yours. 


William  F.  Powers,  AIP 
Assistant  Planning  Director 


nlh 


End. 

cc:     S.  F.  Airports  Commission 
Attn.:    Jim  Walsh 


Allan  Jacobs 


Item  #4 


STAFF  REPORT  -  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission  Meeting  -  September  26,  1973 

SUBJECT::::::     CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  -  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (prepared  by  the  San 
Francisco  City  Planning  Commission) . 

REQUEST::::::     That  the  Planning  Commission  review  and  evaluate  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  completeness,  correctness  and  adequacy,  with  all  com- 
ments regarding  same  to  be  directed  to  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Commission  for  inclusion  in  the  Final  EIR. 

LOCATION  &  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  entails  the  expansion  of  facilities  at  the  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport,  in  order  to  accommodate  31  million  passengers  per  year  by  198  5.  This 
figure  represents  an  increase  of  16  million  passengers  per  year  over  current  levels. 
The  majority  of  these  projects  in  the  expansion  program  involve  modifications  or  addi- 
tions to  the  terminal  facilities   (including  vehicle  parking) .     Limited  modifications 
to  the  runways  are  also  planned,  as  well  as  the  installation  of  such  general  support 
facilities  as  an  industrial  wastewater  treatment  plant  and  deepwater  sewer  outfall. 
Estimated  cost  of  the  project  is  $390  million,  with  an  approximate  completion  date 
of  1982. 

GENERAL  PLAN  COMPLIANCE 

The  San  Mateo  County  Master  Plan  for  1990  designates  the  project  area  for  use  as  an 
airport ,  surrounded  by  industrial  uses . 

BACKGROUND 

On  March  14,   1973,  the  Planning  Commission  reviewed  a  Draft  EIR  for  this  project,  pro- 
posed by  Bechtel  Corp.   for  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission.     Subsequently,  the 
Final  EIR  was  reviewed  by  the  Commission  at  a  hearing  on  June  27,   1973.     In  that  re- 
view, the  Planning  Commission  determined  that  the  Final  EIR  was  inadequate  with  res- 
pect to  the  following  topics:     noise,  highway  congestion,  air  quality,  water  quality, 
coordination  with  local  agencies,  and  secondary  population  growth  impacts.     The  Draft 
EIR  currently  under  consideration  was  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Commission  in  an  attempt  to  remedy  those  inadequacies. 

EIR  SUMMARY 

See  attached  report  for  the  EIR  summary,  as  prepared  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

EIR  ANALYSIS 

The  subject  report  constitutes  a  substantial  improvement  over  the  preceding  report  in 
terms  of  clarity  and  organization.     Data  which  was  received  in  the  previous  reviewing 
procedure  has  been  integrated  into  the  new  report,  resulting  in  a  more  comprehensive 
presentation  of  all  available  information.     The  areas  of  previously  inadequate  treat- 
ment have  been  rectified,  as  follows: 

1.     Noise  -  Both  current  and  future  noise  levels  within  surrounding  communities 

have  been  quantified  and  mapped,  with  resultant  noise  contours  clearly  indica- 
ting   where  noise  reductions  can  be  anticipated.     Although  the  projected  1986 
noise  contours  indicate  a  significant  reduction  from  measured  contours  for 
1972  aircraft  operations,  some  residential  development  in  Burlingame  and  San 
Bruno  will  continue  to  fall  within  the  65  CNEL  contour  in  1986. 


2.     Highway  Congestion  -  This  topic  is  covered  in  two  analyses  of  potential 

traffic  burdens  prepared  by  the  California  Dept.  of  Transportation  (Division 
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of  Highways) .     Both  analyses  objectively  quantify  particular  impacts  and 
capacities  in  the  vicinity,  including  ones  not  directly  attributable  to 
the  Airport  itself.     It  may  be  desirable  to  have  further  quantification 
of  the  complete  progression  from  arterials  to  local  streets. 

3.  Air  Quality  -  The  Draft  EIR  attempts  to  quantify  the  scope  and  magnitude 
of  air  quality  impacts.     For  substantiation,  reference  is  made  in  the  EIR 
to  a  portion  of  the  ABAC  Regional  Airport  System  Study,  entitled  "Aviation 
Effect  on  Air  Quality".     The  EIR  indicates  that  Airport-related  air  con- 
taminant emissions  for  1985  will  decrease  to  approximately  37%  of  the  1970 
levels,  under  current  governmental  regulations.     It  should  be  noted  that  an 
air  quality  monitoring  system  has  been  added  to  the  project  as  a  mitigation 
measure . 

4.  Water  Quality  -  Quantification  of  existing  conditions  is  presented  and  re- 
viewed.    Stringent  regulation  of  this  concern  is  vested  in  various  State 
and  federal  agencies,  as  noted  in  the  report,  v/hich  will  bring  pollutant 
indices  to  within  acceptable  levels. 

5.  Coordination  with  Local  Agencies  -  While  the  EIR  does  not  reflect  recent 
coordinative  efforts,  two  meetings  have  been  held  recently  with  South  San 
Francisco  and  the  ALUC. 

6 .  Secondary  Impacts  Generated  by  the  Need  for  Population-Serving  Urban  Services 
Due  to  Expansion  -  The  EIR  identifies  an  anticipated  increase  of  13,555  em- 
ployees in  basic  jobs  as  a  direct  result  of  the  expansion  program,  necessi- 
tating an  additional  17,000  jobs  in  "population-serving"  categories,  for  a 
total  of  30,755  new  jobs  generated  by  this  program.    The  EIR  indicates  that 
this  employment  increase  will  generate  an  additional  population  of  49,000 
people,  requiring  15,100  dwelling  units  on  4,400  acres  of  land  (including 
200  acres  of  non-residential  land) .    The  report  conveys  the  assumption  that 
all  of  the  resultant  growth  will  occxor  in  San  Mateo  County,  rather  than 
elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area;  thus,  concept  is  possibly  fallacious. 

While  all  six  of  the  Commission's  previous  concerns  have  been  addressed  in  a  compre- 
hensive manner,  one  major  criticism  and  four  relatively  minor  criticisms  need  to  be 
made  with  respect  to  the  technical  adequacy  of  the  report . 

1.  The  one  major  criticism  pertains  to  the  growth-inducing  impacts  of  the 
project  in  terms  of  special  allocations  within  the  framework  of  available 
resources  in  San  Mateo  County:     the  ability  of  San  Mateo  County  to  accom- 
modate the  projected  growth  in  housing  demand  resulting  from  increased 
employment  levels  at  the  Airport,  within  the  context  of  existing  general 
plans . 

2.  The  first  minor  criticism  involves  the  omission  of  traffic  mitigation  mea- 
sures (listed  on  page  III-24)   from  the  Mitigation  Section  of  the  report. 

3.  The  second  minor  problem  occurs  with  respect  to  the  lack  of  specificity  in 
both  the  Project  Description  and  Environmental  Analysis  as  to  whether  the 
Airport  will  build  its  own  deep-water  sewage  outfall  or  participate  in  the 
proposed  South  San  Francisco  venture;  if  the  latter  is  the  case,  then  spe- 
cific mention  should  be  made  of  the  EIR  for  that  project,  which  was  produced 
by  South  San  Francisco  and  reviewed  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commis- 
sion on  February  14,  1973. 

4.  The  third  minor  issue  pertains  to  the  lack  of  reference  in  the  Environmental 
Analysis  to  the  shifting  of  instrument  landing  facilities  to  Runway  28R,  as 
indicated  in  the  EIR  summary  (page  1,  bottom);  relocation  of  the  Instrument 
Landing  System  Localizer  outlined  in  the  EIS  for  ADAP  Grant  No.  6  is  included 
in  this  activity. 

5.  The  last  criticism  deals  with  the  failure  to  consider,  as  a  mitigation  mea- 
sure to  traffic  impacts,  an  incentive  program  to  private  enterprise  to 
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increase  conventional-mode  vehicular  mass  transit  to  the  Airport,  possibly 
through  expansion  of  the  Airporter  and  Greyhound  bus  systems. 

CONCLUSION 

The  new  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion  Program  constitutes  a  significant  improvement  over  preceding  efforts.  The 
previously  stated  concerns  of  the  Planning  Commission  appear  to  have  been  adequately 
addressed,  and  only  five  new  criticisms  to  the  report  have  been  raised. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1.  Staff  recommends  that  the  Planning  Commission  receive  public  comment  on  this 
report  and  forward  same,  together  with  its  own  comments  and  the  five  staff 
criticisms,  to  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  for  consideration 
at  their  public  hearing  and  inclusion  in  the  Final  EIR,  with  a  copy  of  said 
transmittal  to  be  sent  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

2.  Staff  fiarther  recommends  that  the  Commission  make  the  finding  that  this 
project  is  in  conformity  with  the  County  Master  Plan. 

In  addition,  the  Planning  Commission  may  wish  to  make  the  following  recommendations 
for  courses  of  action  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors: 

1.  Establish  coordinative  efforts  between  San  Mateo  County,  appropriate  cities, 
and  the  Airports  Commission  to  facilitate  conventional -mode  vehicular  mass 
transit  to  the  Airport,  with  corresponding  inclusion  in  the  County's  trans- 
portation planning  program. 

2.  Request  an  interpretation  from  the  State  Dept.  of  Transportation  (Division 
of  Aeronautics)  regarding  alternatives  for  the  implementation  of  the  State 
Noise  Law  with  respect  to  the  residential  areas  which  will  remain  within 
the  65  CNEL  contour  by  1986. 

3.  Request  the  Airports  Commission  to  consider  a  protective  action  program  in 
the  event  that  the  air  quality  monitoring  program  detects  dangerous  air 
pollutant  levels  (possibly  to  include  reductions  in  the  level  of  normal 
operations  until  the  emergency  has  passed) . 
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DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 

EXPANSION  PROGRAM 
SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

SUMMARY 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  report  sets  forth  the  location  of  the  project  and  the  objectives  of 
the  program,  and  gives  a  summary  of  its  technical,  economic  and 
environmental  characteristics. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

The  present  environmental  setting  is  described,  including  the  regional 
and  local  settings.    The  following  related  projects,  planned  or  under- 
way, are  pointed  out: 

Completion  of  Interstate  380  to  the  Airport 

Expansion  of  Oakland,  San  Jose  and  other 
Bay  Area  Airports 

The  possibility  of  extending  BART  from  Daly  City  south  on  the  Penin- 
sula through  the  Airport  is  described. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

The  draft  EIR  discusses  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project,  the 
following  of  which  are  deemed  to  be  of  importance: 

Noise  -  The  expanded  terminal  facilities  would  allow  more  of  the  lar- 
ger and  quieter  aircraft  to  operate  at  the  Airport.    The  number  of 
annual  airline  operations  would  not  be  increased  but  will  be  substan- 
tially the  same  as  in  1972,  due  to  the  capacity  of  the  existing  runway 
system.    These  factors  would  reduce  noise  levels  in  1985  below  1972 
levels.    Also,  noise  reduction  would  be  experienced  in  the  communities 
of  San  Bruno,  South  San  Francisco  and  Foster  City,  due  to  the  paving 
and  use  of  Runway  28R  extension  and  its  designation  as  the  primary 
instrument-landing  system  runway. 
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Water  Pollution  -  There  would  be  a  major  increase  in  th*;  volume 
of  waste  water  generated  at  the  Airport.    The  quality  of  water  in  San 
Francisco  Bay,  as  it  may  be  affected  by  the  effluents  from  the  Airport, 
will  be  improved  in  1985  over  the  level  existing  prior  to  beginning  the 
Expansion  Program,  due  to  the  construction  of  the  domestic  and  indus- 
trial waste-treatment  plants  and  the  deep  water  outfall  sewer  line  for 
treated  waste  water. 

Air  Pollution  -  The  air  pollutant  emissions  from  aircraft  are  expected 
to  be  less  in  1985  than  in  1972,  due  to  the  limit  of  aircraft  operations 
and  the  conversions  to  newer,  more  efficient  engines  developed  to 
reduce  emissions. 

The  more  stringent  auto  emissions  standards  by  the  Federal  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  the  State  of  California  will  im- 
prove the  air  quality  in  the  Bay  Area  and  in  th  e  vicinity  of  the  Airport, 
even  though  vehicle  traffic  at  the  Airport  would  almost  double. 

Ground  Traffic  -  There  would  be  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  auto 
traffic  generated  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  as  the  air- 
passenger  traffic  grows  from  15  million  annual  passengers  to  the  proj- 
ected 31  million  annual  passengers.    If  the  BART  system  is  completed 
through  San  Mateo  Cotinty,  the  impact  of  the  Airport-generated  traffic 
on  the  highway  facilities  would  be  decreased.    The  Program  is  based 
on  24,  000,  000  annual  passengers  utilizing  private  automobiles  and 
7,  000,  000  utilizing  mass  transit.    The  vehicular  traffic  would  add  to 
the  congestion  that  would  occur  at  certain  points  on  the  freeway  system 
and  alternate  routes  or  adjustment  in  trip  schedules  may  occur.  Even 
without  the  Expansion  Program  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the  vehi- 
cular traffic  along  the  freeways.    With  the  completion  of  1-380,  the 
traffic  on  San  Bruno  Avenue  in  1985  is  expected  to  be  less  than  one- 
third  of  the  present  traffic,  while  the  traffic  on  Millbrae  Avenue  in  1985 
would  remain  at  the  level  of  1972.    These  projected  impacts  are  conser- 
vative in  that  they  do  not  assume  the  extension  of  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  system  by  1985.    Provisions  for  the  BART  extension  to  the  Air- 
port are  included  in  the  Program. 
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Resource  Utilitization  -  Construction  of  the  proposed  facilities  is  ex- 
pected to  consume  approximately  117,  000  tons  of  cement;  1,  077,  000 
tons  of  sand  and  gravel;  530,  000  tons  of  rock;  and  43  ,  000  tons  of  con- 
struction steel.    On  an  annual  basis,  this  is  a  range  of  3  to  1  8  percent 
of  the  annual  consumption  of  these  products  in  San  Mateo  and  San  Fran- 
cisco Counties,  ^ 

As  the  designed  capacity  of  the  Airport  is  reached  in  the  1985  time 
period,  water  consumption  is  expected  to  increase  from  approximately 
2  million  gallons  per  day  presently  to  5  million  gallons  per  day;  natural 
gas  consumption  during  winter  months  is  expected  to  increase  from 
500,  000  cubic  feet  per  hour  to  1,  300,  000  cubic  feet  per  hour;  the  peak 
electrical  load  is  expected  to  increase  from  the  present  18  million  volt 
amperes  (mva)  to  90  mva;  and  aviation  fuel  usage  is  expected  to  increase 
from  225,  000  operational  gallons  per  day  to  250,  000  operational  gallons 
per  day  as  it  relates  to  aircraft  serving  SFIA.    In  addition  to  the  above 
environmental  effects,  the  EIR  provider  information  on  earthquakes, 
tidal  waves,  fuel  conservation,  fill,  air  freight,  air  turbulence  effects 
on  the  bay,  impact  on  San  Carlos  and  Half  Moon  Bay  Airports,  West 
of  Eay»l»OTe  development,  and  evnironmental  controls  <3uring  construction. 

PROBABLE  ADVJSRSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 
WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 

One  environmental  effect  which  could  not  be  avoided  is  an  increase  in 
vehicle  traffic  at  the  Airport  and  on  the  roads  leading  to  the  Airport. 

An  increase  in  the  solid  and  liquid  wastes  generated  is  unavoidable. 
This  increase  in  liquid  waste  has  been  anticipated  in  the  design  of  the 
sewage -treatment  plant  and  would  be  incorporated  in  the  industrial 
waste -treatment  plant. 

The  increase  in  water,  natural  gas,  electricity,  and  aviation  fuel  con- 
sumption is  unavoidable  because  these  are  necessary  ingredients  for 
accommodating  increased  passengers. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  TO  MINIMIZE  IMPACT 

The  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  (RASS)  Committee  reviewed  the 
overall  environmental  impact  on  the  San  Francisco  Bav  Area  and  con- 
cluded that  expansion  of  the  existing  airports  to  the  recommended  caoa- 
cities  would  most  effectively  mitigate  the  j-elgional  impact,  and  that 
since  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  already  more  accessible 
than  the  other  area  airports,  it  can  have  an  expanded  capacity  without 
any  land  acquisition  and  with  a  minimum  creation  of  new  land  areas. 

The  proposed  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program, 
in  turn,  incorporates  a  number  of  measures  to  mitigate  the  impact  on 
the  local  environment: 

•  The  Expansion  Program  has  been  designed  to  take  place  within 
existing  Airport  boundaries  so  that  no  land  acquisition,  with 
attendant  displacement  of  people,  is  required. 

•  The  Expansion  Program  includes  facilities  that  would  allov/  an 
increased  use  of  the  new  larger  and  quieter  aircraft.    This  per- 
mits increased  passenger  traffic  without  increasing  the  number 
of  airline  operations.    This  would  contribute  to  reducing  noise 
levels  that  could  otherwise  occur. 

•  The  Expansion  Program  does  not  include  any  new  runways 
because  the  increased  passenger  traffic  can  be  accommodated 
on  the  existing  runways.    The  extension  to  Runway  28R  over 
existing  fill  would  make  the  take-off  threshold  for  this  heavily- 
used  jruriway  rnore  distant  from  the  communities  adjacent  to  the 
flight  path,  thereby  permitting  improved  operations  measures 
and  further  reducing  the  noise  impact. 

•  The  Expansion  Program  includes  two  high-speed  exit  taxiways 
which  would  enable  aircraft  to  leave  the  runways  sooner  and  at 
higher  speed,  thereby  allowing  them  to  minimize  thrust  rever- 
sals and  still  arrive  at  the  loading  gates  sooner.    This  would 
alleviate  noise,  consume  less  fuel  and,  in  turn,  reduce  air 
pollution. 

»      The  Expansion  Program  would  increase  the  curbside  loading 
facilities,  close-in  parking  and  access  and  egress  for  those 
who  choose  to  use  automobiles.    There  would  be  improved  pas- 
senger convenience  and  less  traffic  congestion  in  the  terminal 
areas.    These  improvements  would  contribute  to  the  reduction 
of  air  pollution  from  automobile  emissions  by  lessening  engine 
running  time  in  the  terminal  area. 
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•  Provisions  to  assist  adjacent  communities  in  improving  road 
intersections  that  join  the  Airport  frontage  roads  have  been 
recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  Expansion  Program;  improve- 
ments to  the  frontage  roads  themselves  have  already  been  in- 
cluded.   These  improvements  would,  together  with  the  construc- 
tion of  Interstate  380,  help  relieve  the  congestion  on  the  streets 
of  nearby  cities. 

9      The  Expansion  Program  includes  facilities  for  more  effective 
treatment  and  better  handling  of  both  domestic  and  industrial 
waste  water.    These  facilities  are  sized  to  accommodate  the 
increase  quantities  anticipated.    The  projects  include  a  domes- 
tic sewage-treatment  plant  already  completed,  an  industrial 
waste-treatment  plant  and  collection  system,  and  a  joint  Air- 
port-South San  Francisco  deep  water  outfall.    Therefore  the 
quality  of  effluent  entering  the  bay  would  not  only  be  improved 
in  quality,  but  would  be  more  effectively  dispersed  into  deeper 
waters. 

•  The  Expansion  Program  calls  for  provision  of  modern  solid 
waste  collection  and  compaction  systems  which  would  minimize 
the  volume  of  solid  waste  being  disposed  off  the  Airport  site. 

•  The  Expansion  Program  provides  for  integrated  heating,  cool- 
ing and  electrical  systems  to  give  more  efficient  utilization  of 
fuel  and  power. 

•  The  Expansion  Program  is  xinder  the  architectural  and  aesthetic 
control  of  one  firm,  so  a  unified  visual  effect  would  be  achieved. 
Budgets  of  $2,  000,  000  and  $850,  000  have  been  established  for 
the  art  enrichment  and  landscaping,  respectively. 

•  Small  islands  to  provide  protected  fish-breeding  grounds  and 
rock  spits  were  provided  in  conjunction  with  the  North  Airport 
Fill  project.    The  plans  for  this  work  were  approved  by  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

•  The  West  of  Bayshore  Fill  significantly  reduced  the  periodic 
problem  of  mosquitoes  and  rodents  in  that  area  when  it  was 
filled  in  1970.    Only  50  of  the  available  180  acres  were  filled 
and  no  other  fill  is  planned  for  this  area.    The  remaining  130 
acres  will  be  preserved  as  a  habitat  for  other  species,  such  as 
the  garter  snake. 

•  A  noise-monitoring  program  is  being  implemented  so  that  accu- 
rate data  will  be  available  to  describe  aircraft  noise.  This 
would  aid  in  implementing  noise- reduction  programs. 

•  An  air  pollutant  monitoring  system  would  be  included  in  the 
Program  to  maintain  a  check  on  the  air  quality  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  Airport. 
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o      The  Expansion  Program  includes  structural  provisions  for  a 
possible  extension  of  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART)  Sys- 
tem to  the  Airport.    These  provisions  would  make  such  an  ex- 
tension less  costly  and  less  disruptive  to  on-going  operations 
during  construction.    If  BART  is  extended  to  the  Airport,  it 
would  reduce  reliance  on  the  automobile  and,  hence,  reduce 
the  amount  of  automobile  congestion  and  air  pollution.^ 

ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT 
Alternatives  discussed  in  the  draft  EIR  include: 

a.  Modify  expansion  program  at  San  Francisco  Internationl 
Airport 

b.  Use  of  other  transportation  systems  such  as  rapid  rail 

c.  Fourteen  alternatives  studied  in  the  Regional  Airport  Systems 
Study  (RASS) 

The  Final  RASS  report  (adopted  in  the  initial  Regional  Transportation 
Plan  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission)  recommended 
development  of  San  Francisco  to  31  million  annual  passengers  by  1985. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  , 
MAN'S  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND 
ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG-RANGE  PRODUCTIVITY 

The  short-term  uses  of  the  land  on  which  this  project  is  being  planned 
differ  only  in  degree  from  the  long-term  uses.    The  accomplishment 
of  this  project  would  maintain  and  enhance  the  long-term  productivity 
of  the  land  by  providing  facilities  which  could  accommdoate  twice  the 
present  passenger  load. 

The  entire  expansion  would  be  carried  out  within  the  present  Airport 
boundaries.    Waste  water  quality  would  be  improved,  and  provisions 
would  be  made  to  monitor  air  quality,  in  order  to  be  able  to  take  cor- 
rective action,  should  this  be  necessary. 

Regarding  the  human  environment,  this  would  be  degraded  to  the  extent 
that  more  vehicles  would  be  travelling  to  and  from  the  Airport.    In  this 
respect,  there  is  a  trade-off  between  the  disadvantages  of  increased 
vehicles  and  the  advantages  of  providing  safer,  less  congested,  and 


more  convenient  conditions  for  air  passengers.    Neither  noise  nor 
pollution  from  aircraft  would  increase  as  a  result  of  the  expansion, 
and  monitoring  systems  are  included  in  the  Program  to  quantify  these 
environmental  effects. 

IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  INVOLVED 
Implementation  of  the  Expansion  Program  will  require  the  expenditure 
of  the  following  resources: 

o  Construction  material  for  buildings  and  pavement 

o  Construction  material  for  building  furnishings 

o  Energy  supplies  for  heating  and  cooling  buildings 

o  Manpower  for  construction 

o  Committment  of  capital 

GROWTH-INDUCING  IMPACT 

The  proposed  Expansion  Program  is  to  provide  the  facilities  for  air 
transportation  as  required  by  the  flying  public.    Of  the  1985  air-passen 
ger  demand  in  the  Bay  Area    projected  by  RASS,  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport  is  being  designed  to  handle  less  than  30  percent  of  the 
increase.    This  increase  in  capacity  would  double  the  present  usage 
of  San  Francisco  International,  and  would  induce  population  and  employ 
ment  growth  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 

The  Airport  Expansion  is  expected  to  create  approximately  14,  000  addi 
tional  basic  jobs  by  1985  which,  as  a  secondary  effect,  would  create 
an  additional  17,  000  jobs.    Population  in  San  Mateo  County,  due  to  this 
additional  employment,  is  expected  to  increase  by  49,  000  people  who 
would  require  16,000  additional  homes.    It  is  estimated  that  4,200 
acres  of  residential  land  and  200  acres  of  non- residential  land  would 
be  required  in  San  Mateo  County  for  the  increased  housing  and  indus- 
trial and  commercial  growth.    If  this  population  increase  over  the  next 
ten  years  is  distributed  throughout  the  County,  it  would  have  a  minor 
effect  on  the  services  required,  such  as  police,  fire  departments. 
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schools,  water  supply,  sewage  systems,  etc.    However,  if  a  large 
portion  is  attracted  to  one  or  two  communities,  there  could  be  sub- 
stantial demands  for  services. 
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SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS 

PUBLIC  HEARING  REGARDING  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  PROGRAM 

DRAFT  EIR 

San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission  on  September  26,  1973 
Wayne  Swan,  Planning  Director  for  the  City  of  Burlingame  -  letter  attached. 

Harry  Bostwick,  Jr.,  representing  the  San  Mateo  County  Development  Assoc.  -  letter  attached. 

Maxjrice  Garbell,  representing  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  -  letter  attached. 

Nancy  McCaine,  represented  the  Sierra  Club  -  letter  presented  for  Marjorie  Evans,  attached. 

Marian  Softky,  for  the  Environmental  Quality  Coordinating  Council  -  letter  attached . 

Dr.  John  McKean,  member  of  the  AMA,  San  Mateo  County  Environmental  Society,  stated  he  was 
concerned  as  a  physician  about  air  quality,  which  is  deteriorating  and  which  we  are  trying 
to  preserve. 

Ellie  Larsen,  Conservation  Chairman  of  the  Sierra  Club,  stated  there  were  a  nvimber  of 
omissions  in  the  staff  report.    That  the  number  of  annual  flights  is  given  as  310,000 
and  there  were  60,000  additional  operations  per  year  that  should  be  included  in  that 
figure.     She  felt  noise  contours  should  represent  the  noisiest  month  of  the  year  if 
they  were  to  be  informative.     She  claimed  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  makes  two 
grossly  misleading  statements  and  cities  cannot  force  people  from  their  homes  without 
adequate  compensation;  there  is  a  critical  problem  of  ground  access;  air  passenger 
increase  can  take  place  only  to  the  extent  that  passengers  can  get  to  the  airport; 
alternate  modes  of  transportation  must  be  provided;  airport  expansion  is  dependent  on 
BART,  but  if  BART  is  not  expanded  to  the  airport  by  1985,  other  modes  of  traffic  cir- 
ciilation  must  be  provided  for;  problem  of  airport  of  another  county  is  a  duchy  set 
down  in  another  county;  and  she  hopes  the  City,  San  Mateo  County,  and  San  Francisco 
International  can  get  together. 

Sylvia  Grecory,  San  Brxono  resident,  stated  that  in  the  Airport  EIR,  the  map  produced 
by  Wiley  Laboratories  shows  an  impact  of  70-75  CNEL  for  a  specific  area;  however,  the 
area  in  the  ALUC  Interim  Plan  shows  between  75-80  CNEL,  which  is  an  immediate  dis- 
parity.    She  said  another  San  Bruno  resident  used  the  County  Decibel  Meter  to  record 
noise  readings  at  440  Euclid  Avenue,  San  Bruno.     She  spent  14  hoiirs  one  day  reading 
the  noise  level  of  120  airplanes  and  found  very  high  decibel  readings. 

Thomas  Bertken,  Deputy  Director  of  Airports  at  San  Francisco  Airport,  explained  an 
analysis  of  the  total  operations  at  SFI  -  the  measure  used  for  air  carrier  operations 
is  310,000  with  an  additional  60,000  Coast  Guard,  military,  or  general  aviation  flights. 

Commissioner  Schenone  indicated  that  the  airlines  ought  to  adjust  their  time  schedules 
to  end  late  night  flights. 

Commissioner  Levy  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  Bayfront  Freeway  concept  should  have 
been  retained  to  provide  access  to  this  facility. 

Commissioner  Thomas  indicated  that  he  thought  the  City  of  Burlingame  should  do  their  own 
traffic  analysis  with  respect  to  surface  impacts  from  the  airport. 

A  letter  was  also  received  and  read  into  the  record  from  the  County  Leagues  of  Women 
Voters  -  see  attached. 
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The  following  enclosures  to  the  letters  from  the  Planning  Department 
of  the  County  of  San  Mateo  were  identical  in  content  to  ones  received 
by  the  Planning  Commission  of  the  City  and  Coxmty  of  San  Francisco 
and  are  therefore  not  reproduced  here: 

1.  San  Mateo  County  Development  Association,  Inc. 

2.  Maurice  A.  Garbell,  Inc. 

3.  Sierra  Club  -  Marjorie  Evans 

4.  Environmental  Quality  Coordinating  Committee 

5.  Sierra  Club  -  Sally  Cooper 

6.  League  of  Women  Voters 


regional      planning  committee 


son      mateo  county 


county    governinent    center     >     redwood    city     •     California   94063     •     tel:  364-5600 


Mr.  Robert  Levy,  Chairman 

San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission 

County  Government  Center 

Redwood  City,  CA  94063 

Dear  Chairmcui  Levy: 

The  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  previously  commented  to  the  County  Planning  Com- 
mission that  the  original  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  on  the  expansion 
of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  was  inadequate  in  five  major  areas  of  con- 
cern.    Sxjbsequent  revisions  of  this  EIR  including  the  draft  your  Commission  is 
considering  today  have  adequately  responded  to  four  of  these  five  inadequacies. 

The  impact  of  the  increase  in  vehicle  traffic  on  local  streets  generated  by  the 
ejcpansion  was  the  inadequacy  of  greatest  concern  to  the  ALUC  and  was  likewise 
emphasized  in  yo\ar  Commission's  findings  on  June  27,  1973.     In  response,  the 
San  Francisco  Airport  staff  asked  the  State  Division  of  Highways  to  quantify  the 
number  of  vehicles  that  may  divert  to  local  streets  during  peak  hours  to  bypass 
the  anticipated  congestion  on  Freeway  101.    The  response  of  100  vehicles  per 
day  at  each  interchange,  which  seems  low,  is  covered  in  a  letter  included  in 
the  appendices  to  the  EIR  (letter  attached) .    This  is  the  only  quantification 
of  this  impact  over  and  above  that  included  in  the  draft  EIR  your  Commission  con- 
sidered June  27,  1973,  and  can  hardly  be  considered  a  comprehensive  response. 

To  carry  this  issue  further  would  require  a  detailed  study  by  a  traffic  engineer. 
The  scope  of  such  a  study  should  include  an  evaluation  of  the  total  roadway  system 
including  local  streets  in  a  given  area.    The  complete  progression  of  traffic  di- 
verted from  freeway  to  arterials  and  then  to  local  streets  due  to  congestion  on 
arterials  could  be  quantified.    We  had  hoped  that  since  the  potential  overload  on 
Freeway  101  is  known  from  projected  demand,  the  likely  redistribution  could  have 
been  carried  out  in  the  Airports  Commission's  evaluation  for  this  EIR. 

I  have  requested  staff  to  bring  this  letter  to  your  attention  when  this  matter  is 
considered. 


September  26,  1973 


Very  truly  yours. 
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BURUNGAME 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 
CITY  HAUL-  501  PRIMROSE  ROAO 
BURLINGAME  ,  CALIFORNIA  940I0 


TEL:;4I5;  342-S93I 


September  26,  1973 


Mr.  Robert  H.  Levy,  Chairman 

County  of  San  Mateo  Planning  Commission 

County  Government  Center 

Redwood  City,  California  94063 

Dear  Chairman  Levy  and  Members  of  the  Planning  Commission: 

The  City  Council,  our  Planning  Department,  Police  Department, 
Traffic  Department  and  this  office  have  reviewed  the  revised 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  expansion  of  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  and  question  its  sufficiency 
regarding  the  effects  of  ground  traffic  south  of  the  airport. 

The  City  of  Burlingame  is  concerned  because  "more  vehicle  traffic 
would  be  experienced."     Specific  measures  should  be  assured  to 
mitigate  the  impact  of  increased  traffic  on  Bayshore  Highway, 
Airport  Boulevard,  and  possibly  Rollins  Road,  California  Drive 
and  El  Camino  Real,  and  on  the  freeway  interchanges  which  enable 
diversion  of  airport  traffic  to  local  streets.     Route  101  south 
of  the  airport  is  at  capacity  now  during  peak  hours,  and  there  is 
already  considerable  airport  related  traffic  on  local  streets 
easterly  of  Route  101.     The  EIR  does  not  report  existing  or  projected 
traffic  on  these  local  arterials.     We  believe  comprehensive  traffic 
studies  could  measure  and  evaluate  impacts  of  incremental  traffic. 
This  information  is  needed  to  plan,  program  and  budget  for  traffic 
control  facilities  and  interchange  improvements. 

We  request  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  traffic  impact  from  the 
San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  on  Burlingame  streets. 


Yours  very  truly. 


CFS/as 


City  Manager 


cc:     R.  David  Martin,  Chairman 
San  Mateo  County  Airport 
Land  Use  Committee 


SECTION  II 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DATA  TO  DRAFT  EIR 


The  following  data  supplements  B.  Objectives,  Section  I  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report;   pages  I-l  to  3: 

The  forecasting  procedure  used  in  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Studies 
consisted  of  computing  future  numbers  of  air  passengers  from  factors 
to  which  numbers  of  passengers  are  known  to  be  related:   population,  per 
capita  income,  and  per  capita  employment.    The  initial  RASS  forecast  in 
May  1970  predicted  a  demand  growing  to  83.5  million  annual  passengers 
by  1985. 

The  1970  census  and  a  population  forecast  by  the  California  Department 
of  Finance  indicated  that  the  population  growth  figures  were  too  high.  The 
Study  Committee  ordered  a  recalculation  of  future  travel  demands  using 
different  projections  of  population  and  of  income  and  employment  as  well. 
Calculations  were  run  showing  how  forecasted  travel  demand  would  vary 
with  different  combinations  of  the  three  factors.    Results  ranged  from 
57.  9  to  95.  5  million  passengers  per  year  in  1985. 

As  a  basis  for  its  plan,  the  Committee  adopted  the  forecast  based  on  the 
Department  of  Finance  growth  rate,  with  per  capita  income  and  employ- 
ment unchanged  from  the  initial  forecast.    This  established  a  base  of 
28  million  passengers  in  1975,  44  million  in  1980,  and  72  million  in  1985 
for  the  entire  Bay  Area. 

An  Air  Transport  Association  forecast  for  the  Bay  Area  showed  a  some- 
what lesser  forecast  for  1985.  Their  forecast  was  59.  5  million  by  1985, 
reaching  72  million  in  1987.  In  making  their  forecast  projections,  posi- 
tive factors  considered  were  the  general  economic  growth  of  the  area, 
the  above  average  population  growth  of  the  area,  the  growth  of  San  Fran- 
cisco as  a  gateway  to  the  Far  East,  and  the  continued  growth  of  the  area 
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as  a  tourist  market.    Negative  considerations  included  the  probable 
decline  in  the  importance  of  military  travel  and  the  relative  decline  of 
San  Francisco  as  a  gateway  to  Hawaii  and  the  Pacific. 

The  basis  for  the  State  Department  of  Aeronautics  forecast  was  similar 
to  that  of  RASSC.    They  used  zones  with  Population,  Income  and  Employ- 
ment as  the  factors.    In  their  work  they  looked  at  the  zone  of  destination 
as  well  as  the  zone  of  origin,  the  access  time  at  each,  and  the  distance 
between  the  two  zones.    Another  factor  they  considered  was  the  frequency 
of  flights  between  the  zones  being  analyzed.    The  State's  forecasts  for 
1980  and  1985  were  lower  than  both  RASS  and  ATA  forecasts  but  predicted 
the  passenger  demand  would  reach  72  million  per  year  by  1989. 

These  forecast  figures  are  for  the  entire  Bay  Area.    For  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  both  ATA  and  the  State  Department  of  Aeronautics 
forecast  growth  at  greater  rates  than  did  RASS,  with  the  31,  000,  000  pas- 
senger demand  being  reached  in  their  forecasts  by  1983  versus  1985  for 
RASS. 

As  stated  in  the  Draft  Report,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Airport  Expansion 
Plan  that,  when  a  total  passenger  demand  reaches  31,  000,  000  annually, 
any  additional  travelers  must  be  accommodated  through  other  airports 
or  by  other  means  of  transportation.    Terminal  facilities,  including  gate 
positions  for  aircraft,  are  being  designed  to  handle  only  this  number  of 
passengers . 

The  existing  runway  system,  which  is  to  be  improved  but  not  enlarged 
under  the  Expansion  Program,  has  the  capability  to  handle  more  than 
the  310,  000  annual  commercial  and  60,  000  other  aircraft  flights  now 
contemplated.    This  was  discussed  in  the  Regional  Airport  Systems 
Study  Final  Plan  as  follows: 
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"The  capacity  of  an  airport's  runways  to  accommodate  aircraft  is 
expressed  on  both  an  hourly  basis  (Practical  Hourly  Capacity  - 
PHOCAP)  and  an  annual  basis  (Practical  Annual  Capacity  -  PANCAP). 
The  annual  capacity  value  is  based  upon  specific  hourly  and  daily 
variations.    If,  for  example,  the  peak  hour  rate  of  74  operations 
per  hour  for  San  Francisco  Airport  were  sustained  for  24  hours 
per  day,  365  days  per  year,  San  Francisco  Airport  could  theoret- 
ically accommodate  650,  000  annual  operations  instead  of  the 
370,  300  shown  in  the  report.    The  370,  300  reflects  the  fact  that 
the  actual  operations  respond  to  the  hourly,  daily,  and  seasonal 
variations  in  the  public's  demand  for  air  travel  services.  " 

"Based  on  our  experience  with  other  transportation  problems,  how- 
ever, we  know  that  travellers  will  eventually  respond  to  the  delays 
that  occur  during  peak  traffic  periods  by  redistributing  their  time 
of  travel.    Though  it  is  unlikely  that  full  redistribution  will  occur, 
adjustments  of  passenger  demand  and  airline  scheduling  can  change 
the  annual  use.    Consequently,  annual  capacity  values  should  not 
be  taken  as  absolutely  fixed  values.  " 

"By  converting  the  annual  runway  aircraft  capacity  of  an  airport 
into  an  annual  passenger  capacity,  we  add  two  additional  variables 
-  size  of  aircraft  in  the  traffic  mix,  and  the  passenger  load  factor  . 
By  changing  the  percentage  of  large  aircraft  in  the  mix,  and/or 
changing  the  load  factors,  we  can  cause  great  differences  in  the 
number  of  passengers  that  370,  300  annual  operations  can  produce. 
By  combining  the  variability  of  annual  operations,  aircraft  mix, 
and  load  factor,  the  number  of  passengers  that  theoretically  can 
be  accommodated  varies  over  a  wide  range.  " 

At  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  there  are  constraints  to  the 
increase  in  both  numbers  of  annual  operations  and  numbers  of  annual 
passengers.    As  stated  elsewhere  in  the  Report,  it  is  believed  possible 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  State  noise  regulations  with  the  forecast 
370,  000  operations  through  means  other  than  purchasing  residential 
properties.    This  the  Airport  intends  to  accomplish  by  pursuing  a  num- 
ber of  strategies  as  outlined  on  page  11-14  of  this  volume.  However, 
noise  pollution  is  considered  a  definite  restraint  on  the  number  of  air- 
craft operations  at  this  airport.    Also,  although  air  pollution  control  is 
still  in  a  state  of  flux,  it  is  felt  that  air  pollution  will  act  as  a  constraint 
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on  the  number  of  aircraft  operations,  as  well  as  vehicular  traffic  to  the 
airport. 

In  terms  of  passenger  capacity,  the  Expansion  Plan  is  based  on  a  highe 
load  factor  (60%)  than  is  normally  achieved.    Such  a  load  factor  is  diffi- 
cult to  maintain.    (See  discussion  on  load  factors  on  page  III-I6,  of  this 
volume.  )   Ground  access  is  another  constraint  on  the  number  of  passen 
gers  and  only  through  a  high  usage  (30%)  of  mass  transit  is  it  believed 
possible  to  accommodate  the  31,  000,  000  forecast  passengers. 


II-4 


The  following  additional  data  supplements  paragraph  B,  page  III-4, 
of  the  Draft  Report  dealing  with  noise: 

The  noise  exposure  levels  predicted  for  1985  on  areas  surrounding  the 
airport  indicate  that  approximately  2.  7  square  miles  of  residential 
areas  may  experience  noise  levels  which  exceed  the  State  standards 
of  permissible  levels.    Since  forecast  of  noise  levels  is  not  an  exact 
science,  the  levels  will  be  measured  continuously  through  the  monitor- 
ing system  now  being  developed.    The  Airport  will  take  such  actions  as 
may  be  required  to  keep  noise  impacts  on  residential  areas  below  the 
CNEL  65  level,  in  order  that  it  not  have  to  purchase  these  residential 
areas.    The  airport  consultant  to  South  San  Francisco  has  testified  that 
his  company's  forecasts  indicate  that  by  January  1,  1986  "the  noise- 
impact  area  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  can  be  substan- 
tially reduced  to  zero,  rendering  the  noise  forecast  reflected  in  the 
ElR  conservative.  "    The  Airport  will  take  every  necessary  measure 
to  accomplish  this  goal. 
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The  following  additional  data  supplements  paragraph  J  1.  Air  Quality, 
on  page  III- 9  of  the  Draft  Report: 

The  total  nine-county  air  emissions  in  1970  were  9,463  tons  per  day. 
By  1985  the  Bay  Area  Pollution  Control  District  estimates  these  air 
emissions  would  be  reduced  to  3,  600  tons  per  day.  The  portion"  of  these 
air  emissions  attributed  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  was 
246  tons  per  day  in  1970,  decreasing  to  90.  6  tons  per  day  by  1985, 
These  emissions  at  the  airport  were  made  up  as  follows:    in  1970  there 
were  49.  7  tons  per  day  from  aircraft,  decreasing  to  47.  9  tons  per  day 
by  1985;  emissions  from  ground  sources  on  the  airport  in  1970  were 
13.  3  tons  per  day,  decreasing  to  4.  7  tons  per  day  in  1985;  and  emissions 
from  autos  going  to  and  from  the  airport  were  183  tons  per  day  in  1970 
and  is  expected  to  decrease  to  38  tons  per  day  by  1985. 

Included  in  the  Expansion  Program  is  a  project  for  an  air  pollution  moni- 
toring system.    When  the  Program  is  approved  and  this  monitoring 
system  is  installed,  the  Airport  will  develop  a  protective  action  program, 
in  conjunction  with  the  appropriate  local  agencies,  to  be  implemented 
in  the  event  that  the  monitoring  system  should  detect  dangerous  air 
pollution  levels. 
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The  following  data  supplements  paragraph  L,  Employment  Impact, 
page  III- 14,  Draft  Report: 

The  1970  census  indicates  that,  of  the  235,  000  employed  persons  within 
San  Mateo  County,  128,  500  are  employed  in  the  County,  89,  500  indicate 
employment  outside  of  the  County,  and  17,  000  do  not  specifically  state 
the  location  of  their  employment. 

The  same  census  indicates  that  there  are  51,477  residents  of  San  Mateo 
County  between  the  ages  of  55  and  64.    It  is  expected  that  the  majority 
of  these  residents  will  leave  the  labor  force  during  the  next  ten  years. 
In  comparison,  there  are  101,  518  young  persons  between  the  ages  of  1  0 
19  years  coming  into  the  work  force  during  this  same  time. 

The  Human  Resources  Board  of  the  State  of  California  reports  that  as 
of  July  1972  there  were  210,  000  jobs  available  in  San  Mateo  County. 
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The  following  data  supplements  paragraph  M  2.  wSewage,  on  page  III- 14 
of  the  Draft  Report. 

The  deep  water  sewer  outfall  project  consists  of  two  parts.    One  part 
is  participation  in  a  joint  venture  with  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco 
to  run  an  effluent  line  a  mile  out  into  the  Bay.    An  EIR  for  this  project 
was  prepared  separately  and  reviewed  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning 
Commission  on  February  14,  1973.    The  other  part  is  a  line  from  the 
airport  treatment  plant  to  tie  into  the  joint  venture  line. 
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The  following  supplements  the  data  in  Section  III,  M.  7,  Solid  Waste 
Disposal,  on  pages  III- 17  to  19,  Draft  Report: 

Resource  recovery  methods  of  processing  solid  waste  are  rapidly  being 
developed  and  at  present  are  most  practical  for  ferrous  metals,  alumi- 
num and  non-inked  paper.    However,  present  economics  indicate  a 
throughput  of  less  than  100  tons  per  day  would  be  uneconomical  for  the 
capital-intensive  resource  recovery  facilities.    Further,  the  State  of 
California  requires  that  all  solid  waste  handling  systems  be  part  of  a 
county-wide  solid  waste  management  plan,  in  order  to  assure  efficient 
utilization  of  capital  funds. 
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The  following  replaces  the  paragraph  on  External  Access,  beginning  on 
Page  11-20  in  the  Draft  Environamental  Impact  Report: 

N.     Ground  Transportation  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
1 .     External  Access 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  on  the  east  side  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Peninsula,  some  15  miles  south  of  the  City's  central  business 
district.    It  is  in  San  Mateo  County  near  the  cities  of  San  Bruno  and 
Millbrae.    Its  location  in  relationship  to  access  facilities  is  shown  in 
Figure  3-3. 

The  principal  existing  approach  route  from  the  north  or  south  is  the 
Bayshore  Freeway  (U.S.  101).    A  directional-type  interchange  gives 
exclusive  access  to  the  airport,  whose  main  terminal  is  one-half  mile 
east  of  the  freeway.    U.S.  101  is  convenient  to  all  major  population 
centers  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula,  but  due  to  increasing  pressure 
of  other  traffic  does  not  give  a  high  level  of  service  to  the  airport  at 
peak  hours. 

By  1978,  Interstate  Route  380  (1-380)  will  be  completed  between  Inter- 
state 280  and  the  airport.    This  will  provide  a  westerly  freeway  route 
directly  to  the  airport,  connected  to  another  north- south  route. 

There  are  also  secondary  external  links  to  the  Airport.    San  Bruno 
Avenue  interchanges  with  Bayshore  Freeway  about  1.  5  miles  north  of 
the  main  airport  access  road,  and  provides  a  crossing  that  links  to 
Airport  Boulevard  north  of  the  main  terminal  area.    These  two  roads 
provide  direct  access  to  the  United  Airlines  Maintenance  Base,  and 
allow  indirect  access  to  the  passenger  terminal  area  via  the  Frontage 
Road  along  Bayshore  Freeway.    Millbrae  Avenue  and  Old  Bayshore 
Highway  both  interchange  with  Bayshore  Freeway  south  of  the  airport; 
they  intersect  just  east  of  the  freeway  with  Frontage  Road  and  allow 
indirect  access  to  the  terminal  area.    The  Expansion  Program  includes 
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provisions,  not  as  yet  developed  into  any  program,  to  improve  the  inter- 
sections of  Millbrae  and  San  Bruno  Avenues  with  Frontage  Road  and  to 
widen  Frontage  Road  to  four  lanes  between  these  intersections  to  relieve 
congestion  along  these  routes. 

Although  there  is  a  Southern  Pacific  Company  rail  line  adjoining  the  west 
boundary  of  the  airport  which  serves  commuters  along  the  Peninsula,  it 
does  not  serve  the  airport  effectively,  as  there  is  no  station  at  the  airport. 

The  State  Division  of  Highways,  in  April  1973,  made  a  study  of  the  exter- 
nal access  to  the  airport  after  the  1-380  route  was  finished.    The  com- 
plete text  of  this  study,  with  a  supplemental  letter  from  District  04,  State 
Department  of  Transportation,  is  in  Appendix  I.    The  study  included 
traffic  on  major  rotues  with  and  without  the  increase  in  airport  passen- 
gers predicted  for  1985. 

The  results  of  this  study  are  the  following: 

•  Vehicular  traffic  demand  now  exceeds  peak  hour  capacity  on 
Route  101  south  of  Millbrae  Avenue  and  north  of  Airport 
Boulevard,  and  the  1985  demand  with  airport  expansion  will 
further  increase  this  congestion  problem.    During  peak  hours, 
both  airport  users  and  non-airport  traffic  can  expect  delays. 

•  During  the  peak  hours,  there  will  not  be  enough    capacity  on 
the  highway  system  to  handle  the  traffic  bound  for  the  airport 
if  present  trends  continue.    Because  Route  101  will  be  at 
capacity  during  the  peak  hour,  drivers  will  be  forced  to  either 
wait  in  traffic,     divert  to  other  access  routes  of  adjust  their 
trip  time.    There  is  sufficient  capacity  throughout  the  day  to 
service  the  airport,  if  people  are  willing  to  schedule  their 
trips  at  times  other  than  peak  hour. 

•  The  portion  of  the  freeway  between  Airport  Boulevard  and 
Millbrae  Avenue  will  have  capacity  to  accommodate  all 
expected  traffic  without  congestion. 

•  Slight  congestion  will  occur  at  peak  hour  on  the  380/280  Inter- 
change in  1985.  The  increased  airport  traffic  is  a  minor  con- 
tribution to  this  slight  congestion. 

•  Slight  congestion  will  occur  in  1985  on  1-280,  north  and  south 
of  1-380.    The  increased  airport  traffic  is  a  minor  contributor 
to  this  slight  congestion. 
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•  Vehicular  traffic  on  Millbrae  Avenue  would  not  be  specifi- 
cally affected  by  the  Airport  Expansion. 

•  Vehicular  traffic  on  San  Bruno  Avenue  west  of  Route  101 
is  expected  to  drop  significantly  from  36,  000  Average 
Day  Traffic  (ADT)  to  1 1 ,  000  ADT. 

•  No  diversion  of  traffic  from  Route  101  to  streets  in  South 
San  Francisco  is  anticipated.    Should  Airport- related 
industries  be  permitted  to  locate  in  South  San  Francisco, 
these  would  cause  increased  vehicular  traffic. 

•  When  northbound  traffic  on  Route  101  becomes  congested, 
there  will  probably  be  traffic  to  the  Airport  diverting  from 
the  freeway  at  the  Broadway  exit  in  Burlingame  to  use  old 
Bayshore  Highway.    This  is  not  expected  to  exceed  a  few 
hundred  vehicles  during  the  peak  hours. 

•  Traffic  on  El  Camino  Real  south  of  Millbrae  Avenue  will 
not  be  affected  by  the  Airport  Expansion. 

•  Traffic  on  El  Camino  Real  near  1-380  will  experience 
increases  in  local  traffic  but  any  impact  due  to  Airport 
Expansion  will  be  minimal. 

Truck  traffic  increases  are  included  in  the  State  study.    Experience  with 

traffic  operations  on  Route  101  in  this  area  has  shown  that  truck  volumes 

do  not  need  to  be  considered  separately.    If  truck  highway  usage  should 

follow  the  current  pattern,  most  Airport- related  truck  movements  would 

occur  at  other  than  peak  passenger  car  traffic  hour,  on  the  freeway. 

Also,  with  an  increase  of  containerization  of  air  cargo,  there  would  be 

more  efficient  use  of  trucks  which  would  lessen  the  increase  in  numbers. 

The  traffic  demands  predicted  by  the  State  are  based  on  the  following 
as  sumptions : 

1.  The  199t)  population  for  San  Mateo  County  is  677,  000 
compared  with  556,  000  in  1970. 

2.  A  doubling  of  passengers  means  a  doubling  of  vehicular 
traffic  to  and  from  the  Airport. 

3.  No  increase  in  mass  transit  facilities. 

4.  No  major  change  in  timing  of  Airport  operations. 

5.  Peaks  on  each  road  occur  at  the  same  time. 
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Clearly,  these  assumptions  present  the  worst  possible  case.  Improve- 
ment in  transit  service  will  lower  the  airport  peak  hour  traffic  demand 
figures  calculated  by  the  State. 

An  annual  passenger  volume  over  24,  000,  000  will  be  dependent  on  some 
form  of  mass  transit  system.    At  the  planned  capacity  of  31,  000,  000 
annual  passengers,  between  27.  3  and  32. 5  percent  of  the  passengers 
would  be  contingent  upon  provision  of  mass  transit. 
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The  following  data  supplements  paragraph  Q,  Conservation  of  Fuel, 
page  III- 30,  Draft  Report: 

Q.     Conservation  of  Fuel 

At  present  there  are  approximately  15,  500 , 000  annual  passengers 
using  SFLA.    Of  these,  about  2.  5  million  are  connecting  passengers  who 
do  not  leave  the  airport.    About  15%  of  the  passengers  presently  use 
public  transportation  in  arriving  or  leaving  the  airport.    This  means 
that  approximately  10.  7  million  passengers  are  arriving  at  or  departing 
from  the  airport  by  private  vehicles. 

By  1985,  the  annual  passengers  using  SFLA  are  forecast  to  be  31,  000,  000. 
Five  million  passengers  are  expected  to  be  using  the  airport  for  connect- 
ing flights  based  on  present  experience.    Studies  done  for  the  Regional 
Airport  Systems  Study  Committee  indicate  that  in  1985  27.  5%  of  the  pas- 
sengers will  probably  be  using  mass  transit  to  and  from  the  airport,  or 
3.  9  million  in  each  direction.    There  remains  then  some  18.2  million 
passengers  per  year  traveling  to  and  from  the  airport  in  automobiles. 

Using  the  fuel  consumption  figures  EPA  used  in  their  1972  report  on  air 

emissions  of  12.  5  miles  per  gallon,  the  average  trip  of  21  miles  to  and 

from  the  airport  computed  in  the  Wilbur  Smith  report  on  airport  access 

and  conservatively  figuring  that  each  passenger  will  ride  in  a  separate 

vehicle,  the  additional  fuel  consumption  arising  out  of  the  increase  in 

vehicle  use  can  be  arrived  at. 

18,2  million  pas sengers /year  using  autos  in  1985 
10.7  million  passengers /year  using  autos  in  1972 
7.  5  million  difference 

7.  5  million  passengers  times  21  miles  per  trip  divided  by  12.  5  miles 

per  gallon  equals  12.6  million  gallons  per  year  additional  gasoline  for 

automobiles  to  carry  the  increased  passengers.    Added  to  this  figure 

must  be  the  additional  fuel  used  by  the  greater  number  of  buses.    5.  5 

million  additional  transit  riders  times  21  miles  average  trip  divided  by 
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125  passenger  miles  per  gallon  (Rice,  R.  A.  )  equals  9.  25  million  gallons 
annually  or  a  total  for  the  increased  passengers  of  21.85  million  gallons 
per  year.    This  compares  to  an  annual  fuel  usage  in  the  Bay  Area  of 
4,  333  million  gallons  per  year. 
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The  following  data  supplements  Section  V  of  the  Draft  Report,  Mitigation 
Measures: 

•  To  mitigate  the  congestion  on  Route  101,  there  are  the  following 
courses  of  action  or  combinations  thereof: 

1.  Increase  roadway  capacity 

2.  Meter  freeway  on -ramp  traffic 

3.  Provide  alternate  modes  of  transportation 

4.  Off- site  parking,  with  shuttle  bus 

5.  Reschedule  airline  operations 

•  Contingency  plans  are  being  formulated  for  a  bus  terminal, 
remote  from  the  air  terminals  but  linked  to  them  by  a  people  mover 
system.    In  the  event  that  BART  is  not  extended  down  the  Peninsula  by 
the  time  the  annual  passenger  demand  approaches  24,  000,  000,  such  a 
contingency  plan  would  be  put  into  operation. 

•  The  Airport  management,  through  coordinated  efforts  with  San 
Mateo  County  and  appropriate  cities,  will  encourage  increased  bus 
operations  from  population  centers  in  the  area  to  the  airport  and  will 
encourage  bus  or  limousine  service  between  downtown  hotels  and  the 
airport.    This  may  well  require  subsidization  until  patronage  builds  up. 

•  Off- site  parking  with  shuttle  bus  service  to  the  airport  will  be 
encouraged.    If  a  remote  bus  terminal  with  a  people  mover  system  is 
built,  a  vehicle  parking  area  will  be  combined  with  it  to  fully  utilize 
the  PMS. 

•  Airline  flight  scheduling  is  primarily  dependent  on  passenger 
demand.    Reduced  rates  for  night  time  flights  have  been  used  by  some 
airlines  as  inducements  to  change  normal  passenger  demands.  Although 
the  Airport   cannot  require  airlines  to  reschedule  their  flights,  it  will 
encourage  rescheduling  to  off-peak  highway  hours. 


11-16 


•  When  pollutant  monitoring  program  has  been  put  into  operation, 
the  Airport  will  develop  a  protective  action  program  to  be  implemented 
in  the  event  the  monitors  detect  possible  dangerous  pollutant  levels. 

•  Additional  noise  abatement  measures  pertaining  to  elimination 
of  noisy  aircraft,  reduction  of  take-off  weights,  and  restriction  on  night 
flights  will  be  pursued  with  the  airlines  and  Federal  regulatory  agencies, 

•  Plantings  of  bushes  and  trees  will  be  made  in  areas  where  they 
may  serve  as  noise  attenuators  for  residential  area. 
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The  following  supplements  the  data  in  Section  IX,  Growth-Inducing 
Impact: 

The  1970  census  showed  that  approximately  89,  500  residents  of  San 
Mateo  County,  or  about  38  percent  of  the  total  work  force,  were 
employed  outside  the  County.    Further,  the  census  indicated  that  over 
the  next  ten  years,  approximately  50,  000  more  residents  would  be 
entering  the  labor  force  than  would  be  leaving  it.    These  figures  indicate 
that  the  new  jobs  created  by  the  airport  expansion  might  in  part  be 
accommodated  by  normal  growth  of  the  local  labor  market. 


In  addition,  analysis  of  present  airport  employment  indicates  that  only 
about  half  of  the  workers  live  in  San  Mateo  County.    In  1972,  employ- 
ment was  as  follows: 

Scheduled  Airlines  -  26,  092 
Concessionaires  -      2,  327 

Government  Agencies  -  999 

29,418 

The  26,  092  employed  by  the  airlines  were  resident  in  the  following  counties 


C  ounty 

Employees 

%  of  Total 

Alameda 

2,  871 

11 

Contra  Costa 

683 

2 

Marin 

633 

2 

Napa 

391 

1 

San  Francisco 

4,  114 

16 

San  Mateo 

12, 070 

48 

Santa  Clara 

4,  362 

17 

Santa  Cruz 

385 

1 

Solano 

651 

2 

100 

This  would  indicate  the  secondary  impacts  would  be  spread  to  other 
counties  and  would  not  be  solely  concentrated  in  San  Mateo  County. 

These  two  factors  would  tend  to  reduce  the  consequences  of  the  secondary 
impacts  associated  with  the  project. 


11-18 


SECTION  III 


COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


SECTION  III 


The  following  questions  were  asked,  or  statements  made,  relative  to 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,    Responses  are  made  to  these 
questions  which  raise  substantive  environmental  issues. 

Section  1 

Project  Description 
B.  Objectives 
Comment 

The  accuracy  of  forecasts  was  questioned  by  several  organiza- 
tions and  individuals  who  stated  that  the  72,  000,  000  forecast  by 
RASS  on  which  the  Expansion  Program  was  based  was  not  in  accord 
with  the  ATA  forecast  of  59,  000,  000  by  1985. 

Answer 

The  growth  forecasts  which  are  referred  to  by  these  people 
are  annual  passenger  forecasts  for  the  entire  Bay  Area.  Several 
forecasts  had  been  made  of  air  passengers  for  the  Bay  Area  cover- 
ing the  next  15-  to  20-year  period,  including  RASS,  ATA  and  the 
State  Department  of  Aeronautics.    All  these  forecasts  show  that 
the  passenger  growth  in  the  Bay  Area  will  reach  72,  000,  000  between 
1985  and  1989.    This  is  graphically  portrayed  on  Figure  1-3  in  the 
Draft  Report.  Specifically  with  respect  to  SFIA,  both  ATA  and  the 
State  Department  of  Aeronautics  forecast  that  an  annual  passenger 
demand  of  31,  000,  000  would  be  reached  about  1983.    RASS  predicted 
this  figure  would  be  reached  at  SFIA.  by  1985.    It  was  on  the  latter 
forecast  that  the  Expansion  Program  was  based.    This  is  graphi- 
cally portrayed  on  Figure  1-4  in  the  Draft  Report. 
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Statement 

.  .  .  the  Expansion  Plan  is  purportedly  justified  because  of 
projected  increase  in  Bay  Area  population. 

Answer 

Population  is  only  one  factor  in  air-passenger  growth.  Employ- 
ment and  income  have  far  greater  effects.    Over  the  twenty-year 
period  from  1950  to  1970,  the  Bay  Area's  population  has  increased 
from  2.  7  million  to  4.  6  million,  while  the  annual  air  passengers 
increased  from  2.  0  million  to  17.  5  million.    See  pages  I-l  to  1-3 
Draft  Report,  and  supplemental  data  in  this  Volume  on  pages  II- 1 
and  II- 2. 

Section  I 

Project  Description 

C.     Summary  of  Technical,  Economic  &  Environmental  Characteristics 
Statement 

.  .  .  the  total  expansion  financial  commitment,  which  is  ultimately 
guaranteed  by  San  Francisco  taxpayers,  is  approximately  $800  million 
dollars. 

Answer 

This  statement  is  incorrect.    Taxpayers  voted  for  a  $98 -million- 
dollar  general  obligation  bond  issue  for  airport  expansion  in  1967. 
That  amount  is  guaranteed  by  the  taxpayers,  although  all  bonds  will 
be  redeemed  and  interest  paid  from  airport  revenues.    The  majority 
of  the  remaining  required  funds  for  this  $390-million  program  will 
come  from  the  sale  of  revenue  bonds  which  are  not  guaranteed  by  the 
taxpayers.   See  page  1-6  of  Draft  Report. 
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Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
B.     Noise  Levels 
Comment 

Noise  impact  on  residential  areas  was  questioned  from  the 
standpoint  of  compliance  of  State  law  and  the  necessity  to  move 
residents  who  were  within  an  impact  area  of  more  than  CNEL  65. 

Answer 

The  Airport  intends  to  comply  fully  with  the  State  laws  govern- 
ing noise.    They  believe  that  this  can  be  accomplished  without  the 
necessity  of  purchasing  any  land  which  is  presently  used  as  residen- 
tial areas.    A  noise  exposure  forecast  made  recently  by  Wyle 
Laboratories  indicated  that  residential  areas  falling  within  the  CNEL 
65  contour  line  would  be  reduced  from  the  present  8  square  miles 
to  2.7  square  miles.    With  improved  engines  and  adjustment  of  flight 
patterns  and,  perhaps,  restriction  of  aircraft  loadings,  it  is  believed 
the  forecast  2.  7  square  miles  can  be  reduced  to  zero.    An  airport 
consultant  for  South  San  Francisco  who  has  been  studying  this  prob- 
lem for  the  last  16  years  has  expressed  his  opinion  that  this  can  be 
accomplished.    A  noise  monitoring  system  is  now  being  developed 
by  the  Airport  which  will  continuously  examine  the  noise  level 
exposure  so  that  necessary  actions  can  be  taken  to  achieve  compliance 
with  the  State  and  Federal  laws. 

Statement 

The  Airport  consultants  estimate  that  the  noise  level  contours 
around  the  Airport  will  change  significantly  by  1986,  reducing  the 
residential  area  affected  from  eight  to  three  square  miles.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption,  however,  that  the  airlines 
will  in  fact  operate  a  higher  portion  of  wide-bodied,  quieter  aircraft. 
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Any  airline  executive  will  tell  you  there  is  absolutely  nothing  certain 
about  this  .  .  . 

Answer 

The  senior  vice  president  of  the  Air  Transport  Association  of 
America  made  the  following  statement  regarding  the  noise  contours 
at  the  hearings  on  the  Draft  EIR,  September  27,  1973. 

"In  1986,  noise  contours  in  the  report  are  based  on  62  per- 
cent of  the  average  daily  schedules  operating  in  quieter, 
wide -bodied  aircraft.    This  is  consistent  with  airline 
estimates  ranging  up  to  70  percent  wide-body  operations 
for  this  airport  versus  a  maximumof  33  percent  wide-body 
operations  for  Oakland  in  the  1985  time  frame,  " 

Statement 

,  .  .  aircraft  noise  levels  will  no  longer  be  controlled  by  the  State 
,  .  .  Thus,  aircraft  noise  levels  will  have  to  meet  federal  standards 
expressed  in  terms  of  EPNL  units. 

Answer 

The  State  law,  if  anything,  is  more  demanding  than  the  Federal 
law,  since  the  State  weights  evening  and  night  flights  while  the  Federal 
weights  only  night  flights.    The  airport  fully  expects  to  be  able  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  either  law. 

Statement 

Noise  evaluations  should  make  provision  for  a  realistic  percentage 
of  deviation  from  the  ideal  ATA  procedure.    Noise  contours  should 
represent  noisiest  month  of  the  year  instead  of  on  a  yearly  basis. 
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Answer 

The  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  is  employed  in  the 
airport  noise  standards  by  the  State  of  California,  and  has  been  devel- 
oped basically  for  noise  surveillance  to  define  noise  impact  areas 
around  airports  and  to  determine  compliance  with  noise  limits.  The 
noise  evaluations  in  the  EIR  were  prepared  by  Wyle  Laboratories  in 
conformance  with  the  established  State  standards.    Assumed  runway 
usage  was  based  on  an  analysis  of  five  years  of  weather  records.  Stage 
lengths  and,  from  them,  gross  weights    were  calculated  based  on  city 
pair  statistics.    Take-off  profiles  for  each  aircraft  model  over  a  range 
of  weights  were  calculated  assuming  a  sea-level,  59°-day  with  a  wind 
speed  of  zero  unless  otherwise  noted.    See  Appendix  D. 

Statement 

The  Draft  Report  fails  to  consider  the  effects  of  shifting  instrument 
landing  facilities  to  runway  28R  as  a  result  of  relocating  the  Instrument 
Landing  System  Localizer  as  outlined  in  ADAP  grant  #6. 

Answer 

The  localizer  is  being  relocated  as  a  result  of  designating  runway 
28R  the  main  instrument  runway.    The  effect  of  extending  28R  and 
making  it  the  main  instrument  runway  is  described  on  page  V-1  of  the 
Draft  EIR. 

Statement 

The  section  relating  to  mitigation  of  noise  factors  is  inadequate. 
Answer 

Supplemental  data  is  included  in  Section  II  of  this  volume. 
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statement 

The  number  of  annual  flights  was  constrained  to  310,  000  commercial 
aircraft  operations  per  year,  but  there  are  60,  000  other  flights  that 
should  be  considered  in  noise  evaluations. 

Answer 

The  60,000  other  flights  consist  of  30,  000  general  aviation  flights 
and  30,  000  of  governmental  aircraft  such  as  Coast  Guard  and  FAA  flights. 
These  aircraft  are  generally  small  and  maneuverable  and  follow  flight 
paths  which  avoid  noise  impacts  on  residential  areas. 

Question 

Will  control  technology  of  aircraft  noise  exact  a  fuel  penalty? 
Answer 

There  is  no  substantial  fuel  penalty  as  far  as  the  Expansion  Prog- 
ram is  concerned  due  to  aircraft  noise  abatement  measures,  since 
these  measures  would  be  put  into  effect  with  or  without  expansion  and 
the  number  of  operations  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  remain 
essentially  the  same. 

Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
I.    Effect  on  Wildlife 

Statement 

There  is  a  need  to  validate  the  agencies'  inability  to  determine 
the  impact  that  the  expansion  will  have  on  wildlife 

Answer 

This  impact  is  discussed  on  page  III- 9  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
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Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
J.  1 .  Air  Quality 

Comment 

Air  quality  was  questioned  by  several  individuals  who  contended 
that  the  State  Air  Resources  Board  had  warned  that  by  1985  the  expan- 
sion plan  would  be  responsible  for  an  approximate  doubling  of  the 
airport's  1970  contribution  to  the  Bay  Area  pollution. 

Answer 

A  study  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District  indicated 
that  air  pollution  in  1985  from  aircraft  operations  in  the  entire  Bay 
Area  would  increase  from  121  tons  per  day  to  200  tons  per  day.  The 
same  report,  however,  indicated  that  the  SFO  portion  would  decrease 
from  49.  7  tons  per  day  in  1970  to  47.  9  tons  per  day  in  1985.    The  total 
air  emissions  for  the  9-county  Bay  Area  was  forecast  to  decrease 
from  9;  463  tons  per  day  in  1970  to  3,  600  tons  per  day  in  1985.  The 
air  emissions  attributable  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
were forecastto  decrease  from  246  tons  per  day  1970  to  90.  6  tons  per 
day  in  1985.    See  also  Appendix  E. 

It  is  true  that  the  percentage  contribution  by  SFO  aircraft  to  the 
Bay  Area  pollution  levels  will  increase  from  0.  5%  to  1.  3%.  However, 
the  percentage  contribution  by  the  Airport,  which  includes  aircraft, 
other  airport  facilities  and  surface  access,  will  be  reduced  from 
2.  6%  in  1970  to  2.  5%  in  1985. 

Statement 

Possible  carbon  monoxide  violations  of  the  proposed  garage  facility 
are  not  discussed. 

Answer 

The  garage  will  be  designed  in  complete  accordance  with  the  applic- 
able codes  and  with  an  adequate  ventilating  system. 
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Statement 

EIR  does  not  describe  probable  effect  on  expansion  plan  of  proposed 
regulation  on  parking  supply  management. 

Answer 

All  applicable  regulations  will  be  complied  with  in  executing  the 
Program. 

Statement 

A  permit  is  required  for  all  space  heating  greater  than  100  million 
BTU  per  hour. 

Answer 

In  a  design  and  construction  of  the  facilities  in  the  Expansion 
Program  all  applicable  codes  and  regulations  will  be  adhered  to  and 
permits  will  be  obtained  where  necessary. 

Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
J.  2.  Water  Quality 

Statement 

The  EIR  fails  to  specify  whether  the  Airport  will  build  its  own 
deep-water  outfall  or  participate  in  the  proposed  South  San  Francisco 
venture. 

Answer 

Supplemental  data  on  this  is  provided  in  Section  II  of  this  volume. 
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statement 

There  is  absolutely  no  assurance  that  the  State  Water  Quality 
Control  Board,  San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  will  approve  a  bay  outfall 
of  airport  effluent  or  even  increased  effluent  discharged  in  the  nearby 
communities  as  a  result  of  higher  industrial  and  population  density. 

Answer 

The  deep-water  outfall, which  is  a  joint  venture  with  the  City  of 
South  San  Francisco,  has  already  been  approved  by  the  State,  and  the 
State  is  funding  a  portion  of  the  capital  for  its  construction. 

Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
M.  7.    Solid  Waste  Disposal 

Statement 

The  possibility  of  recycling  to  lessen  the  impact  of  solid  waste 
upon  sanitary  land  fill  requirements  should  be  discussed. 

Answer 

See  Supplemental  data  in  Section  II  of  this  volume. 
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Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
N.  Ground  Transportation  to  SFIA 

Question 

If  the  Airport  is  really  serious  about  encouraging  alternate  modes  of 
transportation,  why  does  the  Expansion  Plan  include  provisions  for  an 
additional  3700  on-site  parking  spaces? 

Answer 

Some  form  of  mass  transit  will  be  essential  at  the  time  the  annual 
passenger  demand  exceeds  24,  000,  000,  and  in  fact  the  planned  capacity 
of  31,  000,  000  annual  passengers  is  predicated  on  approximately  30% 
mass  transit  usage.    The  Airport  intends  to  encourage  the  development 
of  a  mass  transit  system,whether  BART  or  other,   at  the  earliest  time 
to  meet  that  condition.    However,  it  is  fully    expected  that  the  private 
vehicle  will  remain  a  favorite  means  of  transport  and  additional  parking 
at  the  terminal  is  required  to  avoid  constant  traffic  congestion  in  the 
terminal  area.    The  revenues  from  the  parking  structure  subsidizes  the 
roads  and  terminal  facilities  used  by  buses  and  automobiles. 

Statement 

Truck  traffic  to  handle  the  increased  forecast  cargo  loads  is  a  con- 
cern to  many,  and  specific  statistics  for  truck  traffic  were  not  given. 

Answer 

The  Division  of  Highways  for  the  State  of  California,  who  made  a 
traffic  study  which  is  included  as  Appendix  I  in  the  Draft  EIR,  states 
that  truck  traffic  increases  were  included  in  their  study.  Experience 
with  traffic  operations  on  Route  101  in  this  area  has  shown  that  truck 
volumes  do  not  need  to  be  considered  separately.    The  current  pattern 
for  highway  usage  shows  that  most  airport- related  truck  movements 
would  occur  at  other  than  peak  passenger  car  traffic  hour  on  the  freeway 
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Statement 

Each  stage  of  the  plan  seems  to  meet  the  then-anticipated  needs 
of  the  airport;  however,  resolution  of  traffic  problems  associated  with 
the  airport  expansion  do  not  reflect  such  a  planned  or  staged  implemen- 
tation. 

Answer 

The  primary  access  to  the  airport  will  be  by  freeways  101  and  380. 
In  replying  to  questions  of  a  similar  vein  from  San  Francisco  Tomorrow, 
the  State  Department  of  Transportation  responded  on  September  25,  1973 
as  follows: 

"The  freeways  needed  to  handle  the  projected  traffic  are 
presently  under  construction.    The  current  construction 
on  Route  380/Route  101  interchange  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
S.F.  Airport  is  the  direct  result  of  coordinated  planning  by 
the  airport  and  highway  organizations  at  both  the  State  and 
Federal  and  local  agency  levels.    As  a  result  of  the  joint 
planning,  this  freeway  facility,  when  completed,  will  provide 
special  direct  connections  to  serve  S.  F.  Airport  from  Route 
380,  separating  this  airport-bound  traffic  from  through  traffic 
on  Route  101.    The  freeway  design  also  incorporates  a  high- 
level  service  at  the  Route  380/So.  Airport  Blvd.  intersection 
to  accommodate  the  anticipated  increase  in  cargo  and  airport 
maintenance  facility  traffic.    The  freeway  project  in  its  entirety 
has  been  designed  around  the  airport  planning.  " 

"When  construction  of  the  Route  380/Route  101  interchange 
is  completed,  there  should  be  enough  capacity  to  handle  the 
traffic  demand.  " 


Statement 

The  assumption  of  no  growth  in  vehicular  traffic  along  arterial 
and  adjacent  routes  requires  stronger  documentation  and  validation 
in  order  to  be  convincing. 

Answer 

The  State  Division  of  Highways  made  a  study  of  the  impact  of  the 
expansion  on  the  SFIA  as  it  related  to  ground  transportation.  The 
results  of  that  study  can  be  found  in  Appendix  I  which  consists  of  a 
letter  dated  April  17,  1973,  supplemented  by  a  letter  dated  July  17,  1973. 
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statement 

Route  101  south  of  the  airport  is  at  capacity  now  during  peak  hours, 
and  there  is  already  considerable  airport-related  traffic  on  local  streets 
easterly  of  Route  101,  specifically  Bayshore  Highway,  Airport  Boulevard, 
Rollins  Road,  California  Drive,  and  El  Camino  Real.    A  comprehensive 
traffic  study  should  be  performed  and  included  in  the  EIR. 

Answer 

Consideration  of  the  traffic  on  the  above-named  streets  was  made 
in  the  study  by  the  State  Department  of  Transportation  included  as 
Appendix  I. 

Statement 

No  mention  is  made  of  the  advanced  rate  of  deterioration  to  the 
Highway  101  road  bed  as  a  result  of  truck  traffic. 

Answer 

Truck  traffic  was  considered  by  the  State  Department  of  Trans- 
portation in  their  study  in  Appendix  I.    Also,  it  is  pointed  out  that 
the  cargo  carried  by  aircraft  is  not  the  heavy  loads  which  overload 
highways. 

Statement 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Committee  has  not  adopted  the 
RASS  report  without  qualification. 

Answer 

On  June  27,  1973  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  was  accepted 
by  the  MTC,  for  planning  purposes  only,  as  an  aviation  component  of 
the  Regional  Transportation  Plan. 
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Statement 

Several  communities  have  indicated  their  concern  on  the  possible 
increase  of  traffic  on  their  local  streets,  as  a  result  of  the  airport 
expansion  and  believe  further  study  should  be  made  to  quantify  the 
extent  of  this  traffic. 

Answer 

The  need  of  additional  study  in  this  area  is  true.    A  refinement 
of  the  figures  provided  by  the  State  Department  of  Transportation 
will  be  part  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  planning  study 
which  has  recently  been  initiated  as  a  joint  project  between  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  and  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning 
Department. 
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Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 
Q.     Conservaion  of  Fuel 

Statement 

Additional  fuel  consumption  arising  out  of  the  increase  in  vehicle 
use  is  not  projected 

Answer 

See  supplemetal  data  on  Conservation  of  Fuel  in  Section  II  of 
this  Volume,  page  11-14. 

Section  III 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action 

W.    Environmental  controls  during  construction 

Statement 

Draft  should  discuss  impacts  expected  during  construction. 
Answer 

These  impacts  are  discussed  on  pages  III- 38,  39  and  40  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Report. 

Section  V 

Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize  the  Impact 
Question 

How  will  airport  encourage  alternate  modes  when  UAL  has  recently 
removed  its  baggage  check-in  from  the  Downtown  Airline  Terminal, 
resulting  in  at  least  300  people  per  day  now  using  auto  or  taxi  rather 
than  the  bus. 

Answer 

UAL  did  terminate  their  check-in  service  at  the  Downtown  Termi- 
nal on  July  1,  1973.    However,  the  manager  of  the  Airporter  Bus 
Service  said  that  the  use  of  the  bus  has  not  decreased  since  that  date 
but  has  actually  increased. 
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Question  and  Statement 

Why  not  reschedule  flights  to  non-peak  highway  traffic  hours?  .  .  . 
a  simple  solution  to  airport  congestion  problems  would  be  adjustable 
landing  fees  to  discourage  peak  hour  activity  that  is  not  absolutely 
essential. 

Answer 

The  statement  is  an  oversimplification.    Schedules  are  made  on 
the  basis  of  passenger  demands  and  the  schedules  for  one  city  affect 
all  other  cities  which  are  destinations  of  flights  departing  San  Francisco. 
Easing  peaks  in  one  city  would  create    ease  or  not  affect  peaks  in  another 

If    after  the  completion  of  Route  380.  the  highway  traffic  at  peak 
hours  is  still  a  problem,  there  are  several  courses  of  action  which 
could  be  pursued,  such  as  public  relations  activities  directed  toward 
changing  passenger  demands  to  off-peak  hours,  study  of  adjustable 
landing  fees,  study  of  head  tax  on  peak  hour  passengers,  etc. 

Statement 

The  Draft  fails  to  consider  as  a  mitigation  measure  the  prospect 
of  an  incentive  program  to  private  enterprises  to  increase  conventional 
mode  vehicular  mass  transit. 

Answer 

This  prospect  was  considered  on  page  III- 28  of  the  Draft  EIR  but 
did  not  appear  in  the  Section  on  Mitigation  Measures.  Supplemental 
information  has  been  included  in  Section  II  of  this  volume  under 
Mitigation  Measures,  page  11-16. 
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Section  VI 

Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 
Statement 

Many  alternatives  are  not  considered.    (1)  Fewer  passengers 
(2)  Higher  load  factors  (3)  Rescheduling  flights  (4)  Utilization  of 
Alameda  Naval  Air  Station  (5)  Immediate  expansion  of  Oakland  (6) 
Much  Greater  use  of  public  transit. 

Answer 

(1)  Fewer  Passengers.    The  Expansion  Program  has  been  devel- 
oped to  accommodate  the  forecast  demand  of  air  passengers  between 
now  and  1985.    Although  many  forecasts  have  been  made  of  projected 
passengers  (see  Figures  1-3  and  1-4  of  Draft  EIR)  all  predict  that  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  will  have  a  passenger  demand  of 

31,  000,  000  by  1985.      -The  airport  is  being  expanded  to  meet  the 
demand,  not  to  encourage  air  travel. 

(2)  Higher  load  factors.    The  load  factor  is  a  composite  average 
involving  non-stop,  short-haul,  and  long-haul  flights,  short-haul  mul- 
tiple stop  flights,  and  long-haul  flights  with  intermediate  stops.  The 
airlines  are  always  trying  to  improve  on  their  load  factor  but  they  are 
also  attempting  to  provide  adequate  service  to  all  the  communities 
along  their  routes.    A  study  of  the  record  will  reveal  that  load  factors 
fluctuate  rather  widely  on  a  seasonal  basis  and  there  is  a  very  signifi- 
cant variation  during  the  different  days  of  the  week.    Many  flights  can 
be  found  that  will  have  a  very  low  load  factor  one  day  and  the  following 
day  the  same  flight  may  approach  100  percent  load  factor. 

The  airlines  cannot  be  expected  to  provide  different  size  planes 
to  match  the  changing  load  factor.    To  approach  100  percent,  an  air- 
line would  have  to  overbook  a  flight  by  1  0  to  15  percent  to  compensate 
for  the  "no- shows"  and,  hence,  as  you  approach  90  percent  load  factor 
you  would  be  leaving  passengers  stranded  and  would  force  them  to  defer 
their  trip. 
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(3)  Rescheduling  flights.    Answer  given  to  similar  question  under 
Mitigation  Measures  above. 

(4)  Utilization  of  Alameda  Naval  Air  Station.    Because  of  the  con- 
flict of  flight  paths  with  Oakland  Airport  and  the  restricted  ground 
access  to  this  airfield,  this  alternative  is  not  feasible. 

(5)  Immediate  expansion  of  Oakland.    To  meet  the  predicted 
demands,  both  Oakland  and  San  Francisco  Airports  need  to  develop 
during  the  same  time  period.    Should  San  Francisco  not  expand,  Oak- 
land would  need  to  expand  from  their  present  2,  000,  000  passengers 
annually  to  9,  500,  000  passengers  annually  by  1975  and  to  20,  500,  000 
by  1980,  in  order  to  carry  the  additional  passenger  loads  from  both 
airports.    An  expansion  to  accommodate  an  additional  7,  500,000  annual 
passengers  in  two  years  at  Oakland  is  unrealistic.    Further  expansion 
at  Oakland  above  approximately  10,  000,  000  passengers  per  year  would 
require  an  additional  runway.    This  additional  runway  is  an  off-shore 
runway  which  will  require  extensive  Bay  fill.    It  is  extremely  doubtful 
if  the  necessary  approvals,  funding,  design  and  construction  could  be 
accomplished  to  meet  a  1980  operational  date  for  an    expansion  to 

20,  000,  000  at  Oakland  Airport. 

(6)  Much  greater  utilization  of  public  transit  is  discussed  at  some 
length  in  Section  VI  of  the  Draft  Report. 

Statement 

Establishment  of  rapid  transit  service  (between  San  Francisco 
and  Los  Angeles)  would  eliminate  the  major  rationale  for  expanding 
the  Airport. 

Answer 

The  75-mile  BART  system  has  taken  15  years  to  develop.  To 
develop  a  rapid  transit  system  between  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles 
before  1985  is  .  ,  ! 
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virtually  impos;  ible.    However,  a  rapid  transit  line  should  be  devel- 
oped between  these  two  cities  at  the  earliest  possible  date  so  that  the 
gate  positions  at  1'  .  airpo      serving  these  commuter  flights  could  be 
then  utilized  by  long  distance  flights  as  passenger  demanc  ncreases 
after  1985. 

Statement 

The  possibility  of  recycling  to  lessen  the  impact  of  solid  waste 
upon  sanitary  land  fill  requirements  should  be  discussed. 

Answer 

The  airport  expansion  program  currently  envisions  using  local 
compactors  to  significantly  reduce  the  bulk  of  solid  waste.    In  this 
sense,  it  is  conforming  to  the  present  disposal  methods  utilized  by  the 
responsible  waste  disposal  agencies.    Should  San  Mateo  County  ulti- 
mately develop  and  implement  a  recycle  mode  of  waste  disposal,  the 
Airport  would  roake  suitable  arrangements  to  input  material  into  the 
system  in  a  suitable  manner. 

Section  VIII 

Irreversible  Environmental  Changes 
Statement 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  quantify  the  increases  in  solid  and 
liquid  wastes  generated  or  increase  in  consumption  of  water,  natural 
•gas,  electricity  ,and  aviation  fuel. 

Answer 

Increases  are  quantified  in  the  Draft  Report  on  pages  III- 14  to 
III-I9,  IV-l  and  IV-2,  and  IX- 5. 
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Section  IX 

Growth -Inducing  Impacts 
Comment 

There  will  be  a  growth -inducing  impact  from  the  airport  expansion 
that  many  cities  in  the  Bay  Area  don't  want. 

Answer 

Individual  communities  in  the  Bay  Area  will  make  their  own  deci- 
sions on  their  own  expansion.  Several  communities  such  as  Foster  City 
are  encouraging  the  influx  of  more  residents.    The  San  Mateo  County 
Development  Association  points  out  there  are  over  90,  000  San  Mateo 
residents  now  employed  outside  of  the  County,  and  during  the  next  ten 
years  50,  000  more  present  residents  of  the  County  will  be  entering  the 
l^ibor  iotc6  thin  will  be  leaving  it,  tbus  indicating  a  capacity  within 
the  County  to  absorb  more  jobs.    In  addition,  based  on  current  air- 
port employment,  the  holders  of  these  jobs  may  be  scattered 
throughout  several  counties,  lessening  concentrations  of  impacts. 
Question 

Isn't  the  necessity  for  BART  a  growth -inducing  impact? 
Answer 

The  provision  of  BART  service  to  the  Airport  is  considered  desirable 
but  not  mandatory.    If  BART  is  not  extended,  other  methods  of  ground 
mass  transport  will  be  developed  as  discussed  in  the  EIR.    It  is  unques- 
tionable that  the  contribution  of  airport- related  traffic  is  an  obvious 
factor  in  the  economic  feasibility  of  a  BART  extension.    The  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  Access  Project  report  titled,  "Route  Location  -  Airport 
and  Approach,  "  indicated  on  page  98  that  about  20  percent  of  the  BART 
patronage  south  of  the  airport  would  be  airport- related.  However, 
only  one-third  of  this,  or  about  7  percent    of  the  total, would  be  attri- 
butable to  airport  employees.    It  is,  therefore,  apparent  that  the 
decision  to  proceed  or  not  to  proceed  with  a  BART  extension  will  be 
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made  by  the  authorities  and  voters  of  the  communities  involved,  on 
a  basis  of  overall  community  service  with  consideration  of  growth 
inducement  resulting  therefrom. 

Statement 

The  Draft  fails  to  adequately  specify  the  ability  of  San  Mateo  County 
to  accommodate  the  projected  growth  in  housing  demand  resulting  from 
increased  employment  levels  at  the  Airport. 

The  Report  conveys  the  assumption  that  all  of  the  growth  will  occur 
in  San  Mateo  County  .  .  .  such  an  assumption  is  probably  fallacious. 

Answer 

In  197^,  in  San  Mat66  County  tli6r6  w^i-^  8,  000  ii^sw  housing 
units  put  in  service  while  the  population  increased  by  only  0.  6%, 
approximately  3,  000.    Several  cities  in  the  County,  particularly 
Foster  City  and  Redwood  .  Shores        are  endeavoring  to  entice 
new  residents,  while  other  cities  in  the  County  are  trying  to 
suppress  any  immigration.     Additional  data  on  growth  is  included 
in  Section  II  of  this  Volume  on  page  11-18. 

Statement 

The  Draft  EIR  deals  in  only  the  most  superficial  way  with  waste 
treatment,  the  effect  of  increased  population  density,  use  of  scarce 
resources  such  as  gas  and  electric  energy  as  a  result  of  an  additional 
13,655  basic  employees  by  1985. 

Answer 

See  pages  111-14  to  III-19. 
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Miscellaneous 
Statement 

Pending  environmental  control  regulations  affecting  the  Airport 
expansion  are  a  possible  constraint  on  the  program. 

Answer 

The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  assess  the  environmental  impact  of 
a  proposed  development,  not  to  design  it.    The  Airports  Commission 
and  its  staff  will  have  to  consider,  at  the  time  a  particular  facility  is 
being  designed,  all  pertinent  laws  and  regulations  and  to  design  accord 
ingly.    This  is  true  of  structural  codes,  fire  codes,  etc.  as  well  as 
environmental  control  regulations. 

Statement 

Nowhere  in  the  EIR  is  it  possible  to  find  a  benefit/cost  ratio. 
Answer 

The  statement  is  correct.     The  EIR  was  prepared  in  conformance 
with  CEQA  which  does  not  require  a  benefit/cost  ratio. 

Statement 

.  .  .  anyone  who  proposes  to  build  a  parking  facility  of  more  than 
100  stalls  does  so  at  his  own  peril  without  an  EPA  permit. 

Answer 

Any  permits  required  by  law  will  be  applied  for  prior  to  initiating 
any  work  on  the  project  which  requires  it. 
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Statement 

A  BART  extension  will  not  alleviate  southbound  traffic  below 
Burlingame. 

Answer 

BART  is  not  contemplated  to  be  extended  to  the  Airport  only.  An 
extension  is  viable  only  if  it  extends  down  the  Peninsula,  in  which 
event  it  v;ould  alleviate  traffic  south  of  Burlingame. 
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